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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

February 13, 2007
TO:
NAESB Executive Committee and Interested Industry Participants

FROM:
Ed Overtree, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Final Minutes from the NAESB Retail Electric Quadrant and Retail Gas Quadrant Joint Executive Committee Meeting – February 7, 2007
Retail Gas Quadrant and Retail Electric Quadrant
Joint Executive Committee Meeting

Wednesday, February 7, 2007 – 10:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
NAESB Office, Houston, TX
Final Minutes
1.
Welcome

Ms. Kiselewich called the meeting to order and welcomed the Executive Committee (EC) members and other participants.  Mr. Overtree gave the antitrust guidance and called the rolls of the Retail Electric Quadrant (REQ) and Retail Gas Quadrant (RGQ) EC members.  A quorum was established for both the REQ and RGQ.  Ms. Kiselewich introduced Susan Munson, a new EC member, and thanked both the retiring and continuing EC members for their service.
2. Joint Retail Electric Quadrant & Retail Gas Quadrant Draft Agenda and Minutes

Adoption of Joint Agenda:  Mr. Precht moved, seconded by Ms. Munson, to adopt the agenda as drafted and posted.  The motion passed without opposition.  [N.B. issues nos. 5 and 6 on the agenda were reversed later in the meeting by consensus.]
Adoption of Draft Minutes:  Mr. Precht moved, seconded by Ms. Munson, to adopt the draft minutes as the final minutes of the November 15, 2006 Joint EC meeting.  The motion passed without opposition.  The minutes are posted on the NAESB website at:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/retail_ec111506fm.doc
3. Recommendation re 2007 Retail Annual Plan Item 1(a) – Technical Electronic
Implementation Standards for Billing and Payments [ROLL CALL VOTE]
First the EC reviewed the recommendation submitted by the Information Requirements and Technical Electronic Implementation subcommittees with respect to Retail 2007 Annual Plan Item 2, included in the EC book at Tab 12, pp. 219-479.  
Ms. Kiselewich began by asking Mr. Precht to summarize the written comments he submitted for this meeting.  Mr. Precht responded that he suggests that the technical Model Business Practices be separated from the remaining MBPs and published in the same location, all to insure that NAESB’s Retail publications are as user-friendly as possible.  

Mr. Novak pointed out that the Recommended Standards contain definitions that the other MBPs and the Glossary do not.  He asked whether or not the EC should refer those definitions back to the Business Practices Subcommittee for vetting.  

Mr. Behr answered that question yes, and suggested the same EC referral to BPS of all additional “non-technical” MBPs discovered by the Information Requirements and Technical Electronic Implementation subcommittees in the course of their work (not an issue with this Billing and Payments Recommendation, but is with the Customer Information Recommendation). 
Mr. Precht added that some of the new definitions probably should not be in the Retail Glossary, since they are used solely as instructions for implementing the MBPs and are never used in the MBPs themselves.
Ms. McKeever noted that such instructions could conceivably cause BPS to add additional MBPs.  Mr. Behr responded that some of the definitions in question are important enough that they should be considered by the Glossary subcommittee for addition to the Glossary, and recommended that whenever IR/TEIS discover possible additional MBPs, they communicate same to BPS for consideration.

Ms. Alexander stated that she would support whatever consensus emerges about definitions, but that possible additional MBPs must be referred to BPS for a vote.  An alternative is to relabel such provisions in IR/TEIS standards as “technical implementation statements” or the like, but the EC should require a specific course of action.

Mr. Precht suggested that definitions be written out both where they are used and also in the Glossary, flagged as technical implementation terms only.  He suggested that this Recommendation be approved, but that an interested party submit a Request that the Glossary subcommittee consider a list of possible additional definitions. 
Mr. Novak respectfully disagreed, asserting that BPS should have the opportunity to determine which IR/TEIS definitions should be added to the Glossary.  He noted that the WGQ Contracts subcommittee and the Glossary subcommittee vet all definitions appearing in their documents.  He agreed with Mr. Precht’s suggestion that IR/TEIS definitions be flagged as technical implementation terms only.
Ms. McQuade pointed out that WGQ Contracts definitions are treated as separate from other MBPs because the contracts forms are themselves MBPs and complete with their own definitions.  She asked whether or not the definitions in the Recommended Standards should be treated in the same fashion.  

Mr. Novak added that any user who is uncertain of a defined term can always submit a Request seeking interpretation; he noted that in the early years of its use, the WGQ Base Contract attracted many such Requests for interpretation, so many that one of the busiest subcommittees—for quite awhile—was the Interpretation subcommittee.

Ms. McKeever asked whether or not defined terms in technical implementation Standards could possibly conflict with Glossary definitions.  Mr. Precht replied that such is possible, hence his proposal to set forth the same definition in both the Glossary and the implementation standard where the defined term is used.  
Ms. McQuade pointed out that the WGQ Base Contract includes definitions that conflict with the Glossary; an example being the gas heating content measurement.  Thus there exist definitions used solely in the context of a separate MBP like a contract form. 

Mr. Behr strongly recommended publishing all definitions in the same location (at the least), to assist all users to find them.  He acknowledged, however, that some electronic defined terms probably don’t need definitions:  e.g., “Sending Entity” and “Receiving Entity” are certainly self-evident.

Mr. Precht then moved to refer this Recommendation back to BPS and the Glossary subcommittee for their review of all definitions and embedded MBPs.  He noted that this review could commence at BPS’ March meeting.

Mr. Behr asked to amend Mr. Precht’s motion to permit IR and TEIS to propose for a separate context, a la the Base Contract, any definition rejected by BPS or the Glossary subcommittee.  
Ms. Kiselewich then restated the motion as proposed to be amended:  Approve the Recommendation with the following exceptions--refer the Recommendation back to BPS and Glossary for review of all definitions in the Recommended Standard that are not already in the Retail Glossary; refer the Recommendation back to BPS for review of any MBPs and Models in the Recommended Standard; IR/TEIS to retain option to comment on the results of BPS’ and Glossary’s reviews.  Mr. Novak supported the amended motion because it would hasten publication of some 98% of the Recommended Standard.  [N.B. this motion did not come to a vote, but was superseded by Mr. Behr’s amended motion as set forth in the penultimate paragraph below.]
Ms. Kiselewich asked Ms. McQuade whether or not the EC can approve the Recommendation, yet refer back the definitions, MBPs and Models.  Ms. McQuade replied that the EC can approve a Recommendation with provisos, such as:  no change in language plus reservation of EC’s right to review and confirm same before ratification notice circulated.  Mr. Precht noted that BPS will not be able to comply with those provisos, as the language will definitely change.  He suggested instead that the EC vote separately on the Recommended language without the definitions, MBPs and Models referred back to BPS and Glossary, and then again on the complete language after review by BPS and Glossary.

Ms. McQuade reminded the EC that any changes returned by BPS and Glossary will have to be noticed for another comment period as required for all new drafts.  Ms. Alexander stated that good practice would require reposting for comments the entire Recommendation, as proposed to be changed, as an integrated entirety.
Ms. Kiselewich asked whether or not users will meanwhile be confused, were EC to approve a standard without its definitions?  Mr. Behr’s response was that users currently have no definitions at all (or worse yet, different definitions for each State), so publication, even if temporarily without definitions, will still assist industry participants so much that he recommended publication.
Mr. Behr also recommended that the subcommittees follow the same procedure discussed in this meeting (vetting by BPS and Glossary before presentation to EC) for all future Recommendations, such as for the upcoming Recommendation arising out of Request R05016.  Mr. Novak agreed and noted that all subcommittees would be wise to correspond with each other more often on Recommendations before they are presented to EC.

Mr. Behr moved that this Recommendation be approved, with the exception of all definitions, which are hereby referred back to BPS and Glossary for further review and separate Recommendation.  Ms. Munson seconded.
Mr. Novak asked if the movant and second would accept an addition to the motion—that the ratification process be placed “on hold” until after all definitions have also been approved by EC.  Both Mr. Behr and Ms. Munson accepted the amendment to the motion.  
Mr. Overtree called the roll and Mr. Behr’s motion, as amended, was unanimously approved per the NAESB Bylaws by a super majority vote of both the RGQ EC and the REQ EC.  
3. Recommendation 2007 Retail Annual Plan Item 2 – 
Technical Electronic Implementation Standards for Customer Information
Next the EC reviewed the Recommendation submitted by BPS for Retail 2007 Annual Plan Item 2, included in the EC book at Tab 13, pp. 480-635.  
Mr. Precht moved that this Recommendation be approved, with the exception of all definitions, proposed MBPs and Models, which are hereby referred back to BPS and the Glossary subcommittee for further review and separate Recommendation.  Ms. Munson seconded.

Mr. Behr questioned whether or not it’s worthwhile to approve this Recommendation without the MBPs and Models, which are essential to users’ understanding and use of these Standards.  Therefore, Mr. Precht amended his motion as follows:  Refer this entire Recommendation back to BPS and the Glossary subcommittee for review of all definitions, proposed MBPs and Models.  Ms. Munson seconded.  The motion passed without opposition (no roll call or super majority required).

Mr. Behr expressed his satisfaction with the result of this meeting, which the EC has requested “on remand” the same work that should have been done, and will in the future be done, informally and cooperatively between BPS, IR and TEIS, the latter two of which will shortly synchronize with BPS, thanks to their productivity improvement and streamlining.  
Ms. Kiselewich spoke for the entire EC by thanking Mr. Behr and all the members of IR and TEIS for all their long, hard work, most recently these Recommendations.
4. Task Forces to Address DSM, Texas Task Force and Gas Design Day Forecast

By consensus, the EC agreed to consider these issues ahead of the subcommittee updates.  
First the EC discussed Demand Side Management:  
Ms. McQuade began by noting that she is working with the U.S. Department of Energy to determine if they can host the kickoff meeting sometime in April, 2007, and that NAESB is currently notifying possible DSM participants of the need for Chair(s) and volunteers.
Ms. Alexander suggested that the requisite expertise should be recruited from the longstanding organizations that specialize in DSM.  She mentioned ACEEE and consumer groups as examples.
Ms. Kiselewich added that NAESB, and especially this EC, will need to organize the drafting of DSM MBPs.  

Mr. Novak added that NAESB volunteers will not have DSM experience, and suggested that NAESB first ascertain the industry’s expectations for DSM at the initial meeting before recruiting Chairs and volunteers.  
Ms. Kiselewich emphasized that the DSM leader should be a NAESB Director or EC member, and that drafting an agenda for the kickoff meeting at DOE will be essential.  She added that, for balance, special emphasis should be given to recruiting DSM volunteers from the Suppliers and Services segments.  
Mr. Novak pointed out that both Wholesale and Retail Quadrants need to be involved—wholesalers will need to know what’s being planned.

Ms. McQuade noted that both NARUC and FERC are interested in DSM and will impact choices for the task force.  Ms. Alexander questioned whether or not FERC has jurisdiction over retail DSM, and stated her preference for that reason that FERC not be in the lead.  Ms. McQuade responded that since gas, RTOs and ISOs will all be involved in DSM, FERC will be able to demonstrate the nexus for its jurisdiction.  
Ms. Alexander interjected that the vast majority of DSM programs have had no involvement either by FERC or ISOs.  Ms. Kiselewich noted that PJM has already begun seeking DSM measures such as “smart switches” and that ISOs have a legitimate interest in DSM, which is much broader than the consumer-led initiatives already underway.  She nevertheless agreed that consumer groups should be and will be contacted for their participation.
Ms. Alexander pointed out that when Distribution Companies have offered DSM, those programs have been governed by State law, and that since the Request that gave rise to this discussion came from a State public utility commission (N.C.), State law should be the primary focus.  She added that each State will decide whether and how much ratepayers may be charged for DSM costs, and that State methodologies for DSM are already in place or are being evaluated—e.g., N.J.  She undertook to alert Maine’s DPUC (Dennis Bergeron) to the formation of a NAESB DSM task force.
Ms. Kiselewich agreed that experts from all segments of the industry are needed and welcomed State PUCs’ and consumer groups’ participation.  Ms. Alexander also undertook to send Ms. Kiselewich a list of possible task force participants.  Ms. Edwards undertook to update Carl Wilkins, author of the Request from N.C. and suggested David Koogler as a possible Chair.
Next the EC discussed the Texas Task Force:
This is the informal name given to the volunteers working on the second portion of Retail Annual Plan Item no. 4; namely, Customer Enrollment, etc. via a single registration agent (done only in ERCOT).  Ms. Munson stated that she, Ms. McKeever and Ms. Teel volunteered some time ago to draft MBPs, and have prepared a draft on Customer Enrollment.  They are about to begin drafting Customer Drop.  She estimated the work product would be made available to BPS by the 3rd Quarter (Enrollment) and 4th Quarter (Drop).
Finally the EC discussed the Gas Design Day:
Mr. Novak stated that the volunteers have been familiarizing themselves with similar work begun by the American Gas Association, and he has begun recruiting leadership from the LDCs.  He noted that some States have very detailed methodologies and other States do not, but rather want NAESB to provide same.
5. Review Subcommittee Updates and Modify 2007 Annual Plan Accordingly
Triage:  Ms. McQuade described the activity since the last EC meeting:  three Requests assigned to WEQ’s Joint Interface (with NERC) Scheduling Working Group.  
She also described how the triage process is now fully automated via email and posting, obviating the need for meetings except for controversial decisions.

BPS:  Mr. Precht described the activity since the last EC meeting:  three meetings on Customer Drop (hope to complete on 2/23/07).  The March meeting may have to be moved due to conflicts.  In light of new assignments at this meeting, BPS will soon review and establish a work schedule for the rest of 2007.
Then Mr. Precht asked for EC guidance on an issue raised at its most recent meeting, that of formal acknowledgement of the receipt of a Drop Request.  Some States require same and some do not.  There is sentiment on BPS to require formal acknowledgement, so BPS wishes to know whether such a requirement would be considered by the EC to be establishing policy or merely communications?  He added that this issue may the first and only on which BPS has been  unable to achieve consensus.
Mr. Novak suggested taking a vote at BPS and incorporating the result in its Recommendation. Ms. Alexander noted that BPS has already taken such a vote, and the option not to formally acknowledge prevailed.

Mr. Novak reminded everyone that dissenters can make their positions known during the formal comment period always afforded before EC decisions on Recommendations.  Whereas the EC gives deference to subcommittee decisions, it also carefully considers comments.

Next Mr. Precht noted that two new Recommendations have been circulated for comments—Customer Information and Customer Billing and Payment Notification via UET and called the EC’s attention to his posted spreadsheet that shows how very many Retail MBPs have been published – eleven complete books and part of a twelfth!  Three more are approaching approval.
Ms. McQuade asked Mr. Precht to show his spreadsheet to Denise Rager and coordinate with her on its dissemination.  Ms. Kiselewich added that this spreadsheet will make an excellent recruiting document because it shows how much progress has been made on retail markets practices and communications.

Mr. Precht completed his BPS update by reporting that while drafting Customer Drop, BPS found gaps and arrangement improvements in Customer Enrollment, so that after (i) the review of IR/TEIS work assigned today is complete and then (ii) Drop and Information Change are drafted, BPS plans to consider Enrollment once more, to align it with Drop and Info Change, then Recommend the entire package of all three at the same time.  However, he asked that publication of Customer Enrollment not be delayed for completion of Drop and Info Change.
Information Requirements and Technical Electronic Implementation:  Mr. Behr combined  both subcommittees for reporting purposes, as their work has become more and more intertwined.  He reported that, thanks to their streamlined procedures, the subcommittees are nearly ready to submit a Recommendation on their portion of the Customer Billing and Payment Notification via UET (will be communicated first to BPS per earlier discussion).  TEIS is also working on responses to Sandia Labs and the AS2 analysis.  The latter may be more time-sensitive after ERCOT’s indication that AS2 may become its model.
Ms. McQuade noted that, after a long hiatus, the ANSI X12 committee may be preparing to declare AS2 the preferred method for all industries.  She added that Dave Darnell is the right person to talk to.  Mr. Behr noted that WEQ uses AS2 but the other Quadrants do not.

Glossary:  Ms. Edwards reported the February 23 meeting to consider Customer Drop definitions possibly identified by BPS.
Contracts:  Ms. Kiselewich reported that the Retail Gas and Electric Base Contract has been ratified by the membership and is therefore final and ready for use by the markets.  Mr. Precht added that he has posted on www.bge.com a notice to that effect.

Next the EC updated the Retail 2007 Annual Plan (Tab 15, pp. 626-635 of the EC book):  
· Item 1.a. on Billing & Payment was marked Complete, except for definitions, and assigned to BPS.  

· Item 2 continues unchanged.  

· Item 3.a.i. was marked Complete, 3.a.ii. continues unchanged, and 3.a.iii. was changed from 3rd to 4th Quarter Completion.  Items 3.b. and 3.c. were changed to Underway

· Item 4 continues unchanged.  

· Item 5 continues unchanged.  

· Item 6 was changed to 4th Quarter.

· Item 7 continues unchanged.  

· Item 8 was changed to Underway and BPS was deleted (nothing to which to respond, per Mr. Precht). 

· Item 9 continues unchanged.  

· Item 10 was changed to 2nd Quarter.  
There followed considerable discussion about the possible broadening by NARUC and FERC of the scope of Item 10, well beyond the N.C. Request.  

The Annual Plan as amended at this meeting is posted as an attachment to these minutes:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/retail_2007_annual_plan.doc. The amendments to the Annual Plan were approved by a unanimous vote of the EC members present.
6. Publication Date for Retail Version 1.1
Ms. McQuade began the discussion by asking the EC please to avoid publishing around June 30, since WEQ is publishing then.  
Mr. Novak asked the subcommittee representatives to report which MBPs would have to be omitted for a September 30 Retail publication, and whether or not any of those omissions could be avoided by waiting until October 31.  
Ms. McQuade noted that a September 30 publication will require subcommittees to complete their work no later than July 15.  Ms. Munson responded that the Texas Task Force will not complete its work by July 15.  
In that regard, Ms. McKeever undertook to email EC members a proposed work plan, showing projected July 15 status with Mr. Novak’s suggestion of noting “near misses,” plus projected August 15 status for contrast.  
Ms. McQuade requested all subcommittees to follow suit so that it can be determined which publication date would best accommodate standards currently under development.
7. Review Board of Directors, Board Committees and Regulatory Action Updates 
Ms. Kiselewich reported that the Directors remain concerned that Retail membership continues to be too few.  To build membership, the Retail Quadrants have expanded their scope to issues that apply to non-competitive States as well as competitive, such as the response to the Customer Billing and Payment Notification via UET (informally known as “Wal-Mart”) Request.
Mr. Novak expressed the hope that DSM and Gas Day Design will attract new Retail participants and members.

Mr. Precht asked that if the decision is made to merge REQ and RGQ, that the merger be revocable/reversible.

Ms. McQuade noted that DSM and Gas Design Day will also involve the Wholesale Quadrants and require an unprecedented type and level of organization.

Ms. McQuade reported that WEQ has added a sixth Segment named Independent Grid Operators/Planners.  The assumptions in adding this segment are that all nine ISOs join NAESB and that NAESB and the ISO-RTO Council pursue dissolution of the Joint Interface Committee.
Next she reported on the e-Tariff, which was promoted on the agenda to FERC’s request for NAESB consideration of standards to facilitate its population of tariffs and related data.  At the recent meeting at FERC, FERC understood that the industry has serious concerns on the use of the current software.  Other dates for meetings are being planned.  For monitoring, the e-tariff activity is posted on the NAESB web site: http://www.naesb.org/etariff.asp. 
Mr. Novak opined that the technical work will be easy, but there will be non-technical problems, pursuant to the rule “garbage in = garbage out.”  He added that he believes NAESB Retail members should get interested in e-Tariff, because they all purchase their supplies at wholesale.
In other news, Ms. McQuade reported that NAESB recently filed at FERC coordinated interchange MBPs, and soon will file e-Tag Version 1.8. 
9. Next Meetings 
Ms. Kiselewich reminded the EC that its next meeting is May 9 at the American Gas Association in Washington, DC and its August 15 meeting is in Colorado Springs.  As she had periodically throughout the meeting, she urged EC members to attend in person as many meetings as possible.
10. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:29 PM Central.
11. EC Attendance and Voting Record (with Vacancies Omitted)
2007 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – Retail Gas Quadrant
	Suppliers Segment
	Attendance
	Vote

	Suzanne Calcagno
	Director, Regulatory Compliance, UBS Energy, LLC
	Absent
	Support

	Richard Zollars
	Director, Data and Information, Dominion Retail, Inc.
	Phone
	

	Distributors Segment
	
	

	Leslie H. Nishida
	Gas Federal Regulatory Supervisor, Wisconsin Public Service Corporation
	Phone
	Support

	Michael Novak
	Assistant General Manager, National Fuel Gas Distribution Corporation
	In Person
	Support

	Phil Precht
	Director of Gas Choice Programs – Pricing and Regulatory Services, Baltimore Gas & Electric Company
	In Person
	Support

	End Users Segment
	
	

	Barbara Alexander, Alt. for Vacancy
	Consumer Affairs Consultant, rep. Indiana Office of Utility Consumer Counselor
	Phone
	Support

	Service Providers Segment
	
	

	George M. Behr
	Director, Energy Services Group, Inc.
	Phone
	Support


2007 EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE – Retail Electric Quadrant
	Suppliers Segment
	Attendance
	Vote

	Bill Barkas
	Manager of Retail State Government Relations, Dominion Retail, Inc.
	Phone
	Support

	Jason Bear
	Director – Market Advocacy, Direct Energy
	Absent
	

	Jansen Pollock
	Manager of Regulatory Affairs, Constellation NewEnergy
	Absent
	

	Distributors Segment
	
	

	Ruth Kiselewich
	Director Special Projects and Supplier Services, Baltimore Gas & Electric Company (MAAC NERC Region)
	In Person
	Support

	Terry Moran
	Regulatory Issues Manager, PSEG (MAAC NERC Region)
	Phone
	Support

	Judy Ray
	Industrial Segment Manager – Contract Administrator, Alabama Power Company (SERC NERC Region)
	Phone
	Support

	Mary Edwards
	Senior Customer Choice Analyst – Regulation and Competition, Dominion Virginia Power (SERC NERC Region)
	Phone
	Support

	End Users Segment
	
	

	Barbara Alexander
	Consumer Affairs Consultant, State of Maine Public Advocate
	Phone
	Support

	Service Providers Segment
	
	

	Jim Minneman
	Controller, PPL Solutions LLC
	Phone
	Support

	Jennifer Teel
	Director – Business Solutions, EC Power
	Absent
	

	Susan Munson
	Retail Market Liaison, ERCOT
	In Person
	Support

	Mark S. Jarrett
	Team Leader – Market Information and Analysis, Market Intelligence, Southern Company
	Absent
	


12. Other Attendance (all in person)
	Name
	Organization

	LaRita Cormier
	Riverside Reporting

	Valerie Crockett
	TVA

	Debbie McKeever
	TXU Electric Delivery

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB

	Ed Overtree
	NAESB
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