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March 28, 2006
TO:
NAESB Retail Quadrants Board Members, Retail Quadrants EC Members, Retail Quadrants Members and Interested Parties 
FROM:
DeDe Kirby, NAESB Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Draft Minutes from the NAESB Board of Directors Retail Quadrant Leadership Meeting – March 22, 2006
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

NAESB BOARD OF DIRECTORS RETAIL QUADRANTS LEADERSHIP MEETING
March 22, 2006 in Houston, TX
Redlined Draft Minutes
1.  
Administration and Welcome
Ms. Kiselewich called the meeting to order and welcomed the Board members, Executive Committee (EC) members, participants, and guests.  Ms. Kirby advised the participants of the anti-trust guidelines.  The Board members, EC members, participants, and guests in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that a good part of today’s discussion should focus on the development of standards in the Retail Quadrants and what effect it has on NAESB membership.  Mr. Koogler asked that the review of the efforts of the Retail Structure Review Committee (RSRC) be moved to item two of the agenda.  He added that he would give an update from the NAESB Advisory Council meeting during this agenda item.  The discussion on best practices was moved on the agenda to directly follow this update.  “Overall Strategy for Standards Development Focus for the Retail Quadrants” was moved to agenda item number four.  Mr. Connell moved to adopt the agenda as modified, and Mr. Minneman seconded the motion.  The modified agenda was adopted by consensus.   
2.
Review of Retail Structure Review Committee Efforts
Mr. Koogler stated that prior to the February 11, 2006 NAESB Advisory Council meeting, the RSRC held two conference calls to discuss retail choice and related Model Business Practices (MBPs).  Seventeen jurisdictions in the United States have retail choice.  Mr. Koogler stated that many of the jurisdictions that do not have retail choice do not find the option valuable for their areas.  He added that the differences in jurisdictional practices make defining a best practice difficult.  Mr. Koogler stated that the RSRC reported to the NAESB Advisory Council these reasons for a decline in membership in the Retail Quadrants.  

There was discussion at the Advisory Council that proactive strategies should be stressed in making state Commission staffs aware of NAESB and the role it plays in the development of standards for the market.  Please see Final Minutes from the February 11, 2006 NAESB Advisory Council meeting.  
Mr. Bourbonnais reviewed the results of a meeting between members of the RSRC and Edison Electric Institute (EEI).  He said a list of possible ideas for standards development have been developed by EEI and is found on pages 62-63 of the current Board Book.  Mr. Bourbonnais stated that EEI was unaware that the retail quadrants had already begun development on several of the topics listed.  Mr. Koogler stated that after discussions with EEI’s Rates and Regulations Committee, the following idea for standards development was stressed most: transactions that occur between load serving, distribution, and RTOs.  Mr. Koogler stated that value was identified in making these transactions more efficient and uniform.  

Ms. Kiselewich stated that this topic was discussed at the February REQ/RGQ EC meeting as well.  She stated that the EC members noted that this topic would require active participation from the Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) and that because the WEQ is so active in other areas of their standards development process, discussion of this topic may be delayed.  

Mr. Bourbonnais stated that he and Mr. Koogler planned to attend conferences with National Accounts and the AGA.   Mr. Novak will give a presentation to Baltimore Gas and Electric (BG&E) in April on NAESB and future MBP activity.  Mr. Precht stated that he would forward this presentation to NAESB for review.  Mr. Bourbonnais concluded this discussion by stating that the RSRC was actively pursuing input from various other industry organizations on the development of MBPs, BPs, and NAESB Retail Quadrant Membership.             
3.
Discussion on Best Practices Direction
Ms. Kiselewich stated that the EC had discussed this topic in February, and because of regional differences, the idea was controversial.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that the EC has also discussed whether NAESB would be setting policy with such a change in direction of standards development.  She added that the EC did not reach agreement and that it was proposed that the Board give some direction to this discussion.  
Mr. Connell stated that if NAESB decided to pursue Best Practices (BPs), it was essential to define the criteria for deciding on what was “best practice.”  He added that practices that allow for the best way can facilitate more efficient markets.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that the actual development of a BP would proceed through the NAESB process.  Mr. Connell stated that the EC should provide direction and establish criteria for BPs.  Mr. Zelenko questioned the difference between BPs, MBPs, and policy.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that this was part of the overall discussion and worth of the leadership present at this meeting.  
Mr. Overtree stated that in developing the retail base contract, it was often identified that there is a best way to draft a contract clause.  He added that although the Retail Contracts Subcommittee did not propose they were developing the only method, participants did propose they were developing methods used most frequently as identified by the industry.  Mr. Overtree explained that the retail quadrants currently write practices for regions and identify them as MBPs.  Mr. Connell stated that perhaps NAESB could identify, where appropriate, BPs and not develop policy.  
Mr. Precht stated that the Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) had developed three different types of models for billing and payment.  He added that sometimes regional practices can be narrowed down to a few examples that can be developed for model practices.  Mr. Spangler stated that the issue was one of granularity and that defining one practice may make it impossible for some regions to comply.  He emphasized that NAESB should concentrate on finding the correct balance in developing standards.  
Ms. Rehman stated that the underlying problem is the initiative behind the standards development.  Because it is not the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), but state regulators, the directives are less clear.  She explained that the REQ/RGQ needs to identify standards that the states desire to have developed, along with industry.  Mr. Minneman commented that NAESB Retail Quadrants have developed valuable MBPs for the industry and that the quadrants have almost completed their initial assignments in the MBPs produced.  The group discussed the difficulty in developing relationships with state Commissioners.  Ms. McCain added that the states are not requesting action from NAESB and that the states are not mandating the use of NAESB standards.  Therefore, she stated there is no sense of urgency to completing the development of MBPs.  She added that, in her opinion, the group that would benefit the most from BPs is suppliers because every utility is a separate and different relationship for them.  She added that, from a supplier’s perspective, uniformity would assist them in efficiently completing transactions.
Ms. Kiselewich commented that from a regional basis there is fairly consistent use in some areas.   She commented on the strength in some standards being developed as BPs and some as MBPs.  Ms. Cullen Hitt commented that some suppliers note regional differences as a strength and have acclimated and often times excelled in creating different arrangements.   She stated that it could be difficult for those suppliers to support uniformity if they already have arrangements with states and jurisdictions that are effective.  

Mr. Bourbonnais questioned how to address states that do not support retail choice.  Ms. Cullen Hitt stated that standards for retail choice states versus non-retail choice states could be developed separately and that coordinating with the commissions of the seventeen state that support retail choice was not a small task.   Mr. Haynes commented that even in retail choice states, systems and policies had already been developed and with no push for other states to move to choice, there was no real incentive to rewrite many of these policies.  Mr. Spangler added that retail choice states had most likely developed a system for policy development and if they submitted these standards ideas to NAESB, additional unnecessary entities might be present in the development process.
Mr. Overtree stated that in identifying clauses used universally and including them in the retail base contract, support was stated by smaller scale end-users and suppliers.  He added that these companies sometimes faced barriers to entry in the market and could not compete as effectively because they had no developed contract language.
Ms. Kiselewich stated that while there was no consensus on the development of BPs, the discussion points identified were beneficial to the discussion of increasing overall participation in the retail quadrants.      
4.
Overall Strategy for Standards Development Focus for the Retail Quadrants
Ms. Cullen Hitt stated that uniform standards on environmental and portfolio disclosure should also be added to the list found in the agenda.   Ms. Alexander stated that a massive funded project early in adoption of retail competition was done to develop model practices for price and environmental disclosure.  NARUC participated in the multi-year project.  Ms. Alexander stated that this project resulted in the states adopting their own policies.  However, Ms. Alexander noted that the effort was worth revisiting.

Mr. Minneman requested that levelized billing be added as well.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that the scope of such a standard would have to be considered if it involved fixed billing.  Budget billing was also discussed.  Ms. Alexander stated that the process of identifying a MBP related to budget billing was a research topic she could help with.  
Distributed Generation
Ms. Kiselewich stated that EEI emphasized interconnection in reference to standards associated with distributed generation.  The group discussed whether it is more appropriate to discuss this topic as part of a wholesale, rather than a retail, effort.  Mr. Koogler stated that this topic is applicable to small companies that serve residential customers and that were not involved in transmission.  Mr. Spangler stated that several small independent companies spearheaded efforts to draft distributed generation standards in the past.  Ms. Cullen Hitt stated that even transactions off the grid could affect the wholesale market.  
Ms. Kiselewich stated that a long term strategy for the retail quadrants was to identify which standards were of interest and beneficial to the industry.  In discussing the items, Mr. Zelenko questioned whether NAESB had identified the customer of the product.  He added that a poll to determine interest might be beneficial.  Ms. Kiselewich stated that the Advisory Council did discuss conducting a survey of the retail market and state commissions to determine which topics were of interest for future standards development.  Mr. Minneman stated that market customers may provide more of a base in the future for interest in standards development, in addition to state commissions.  He added that he would encourage a decision on whether NAESB continue developing standards to the known customers (state Commissions) or expand its scope to take on more industry related standards.

Interruption and Curtailment Processes

Mr. Connell stated that Texas had developed its own methods of dealing with interruption and curtailment processes.  Ms. Alexander stated this topic was viewed as a wholesale matter in the New England ISO and PJM.  Ms. Cullen Hitt stated that the RTOs and ISOs often paid for service through intermediaries.  
Supply Chain

Mr. Darnell stated that in addressing the needs of the industry, NAESB should consider developing standards on supply chain transactions.  He stated that technology allows for more efficient electronic tagging systems and that ANSI X12 systems allow for more efficient means of communication related to tagging.  He added that various methods of electronic tagging are more current than NAESB’s Electronic Delivery Mechanism (EDM) systems.  He stated that ANSI is on track to complete newer and more progressive systems.  

Ms. Kiselewich asked if NAESB had the correct participants to write supply chain standards.  Mr. Connell stated that electricity and gas are commodities to utilities and electronic methods of purchase could be similar to those of other commodities.  Ms. Cullen Hitt stated that such a system might not fit in the energy chain and should not be the focus of NAESB.  Mr. Connell stated that EDI was changing and did concern the members of NAESB.  Mr. Darnell added that all electronic purchases were moving to encrypted methods.  

The group discussed the scope of NAESB and there was some agreement in the room that such standards could be developed under NAESB’s current scope.  Mr. Maassel stated that although NAESB may have some interest in developing such standards, currently the retail quadrants do not have the correct participants to discuss electronic purchasing processes and that these types of standards might be better addressed by the wholesale quadrants.  He added that the shift to focus on such standards should be completed through the Annual Plan process. Mr. Connell stated that if NAESB wanted to consider future directions for standards development in the retail quadrants, it should keep supply chain on its list.  Mr. Behr stated that he supported Mr. Connell’s and Mr. Darnell’s ideas and suggestions.
Green Energy

Ms. Cullen Hitt questioned what the disclosure policies would be for those companies that buy and sell green energy.  She added that NAESB should look at how green energy is regulated and treated, because the states have different rules on what can be labeled green energy.  Mr. Behr stated that standards could concentrate on transactions between clean power marketers and utilities. 

Seamless Move

Mr. Behr stated that a seamless move referred to a customer moving within a utility’s service territory and the relationship between a customer and supplier would continue, in spite of the move.  He added that a continuous service agreement exists in ERCOT and that this might be a good example to review for development.

Conclusion on Strategy Discussion

Mr. Connell stressed that to make NAESB standards applicable to areas like Texas, they must focus on software needs and updates.  Mr. Novak stated that after the development of the current MBPs, NAESB could focus on technical standards for the retail quadrants and updates to current MBPs.  Mr. Spangler stated that if the business processes were not emphasized and developed, the process for development of technical standards was often inefficient.  He added that if NAESB only concentrated on technical communication standards then the expertise of the business side could be overlooked.  Mr. Connell agreed.

Ms. Kiselewich stated that the group felt there was value in maintaining the two quadrants and that minimal participation might always be present in areas that did not generate much interest.  However, she added that items such as R05016 (Standards or model business practices for electronic retail billing transactions and bill payment transactions between customers, suppliers, and utilities) would also bring high levels of participation in the quadrants.  

Mr. Spangler stated that he supported the idea of focusing on the seventeen retail choice states and identifying what the next best thing was for development and items that would provide value to their systems.  Mr. Minneman stated that this list of retail choice states and jurisdictions on the electric side included Texas, New York, Maryland, New Jersey, Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and Ontario, Canada.  States on the gas side include Ohio, Georgia, Illinois, Maryland, New York, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, California, and New Jersey.  Mr. Darnell stated that Ontario, Canada was one of the first regions to use XML.  Currently, on an international level, Australia, New Zealand, and Ireland also employ such standards.  Mr. Darnell stated that he would talk to companies in Ontario, Canada about standards that would add value to their systems.  

Mr. Spangler stated that NAESB’s efficiency in developing standards should be emphasized to the state Commissions.                    
5.
Discussion on efforts with other groups such as FREDI 
Ms. Kiselewich stated that there was some interest in moving the efforts of the First Regional EDI (FREDI) into NAESB and the RxQ Technical Electronic Information Subcommittee (TEIS).  Mr. Minneman stated that the state commissions did have this topic of interest on their websites.  Mr. Minneman emphasized that the participants of FREDI were virtually the same as those of NAESB.
6. 
Update on remaining Board Committees and Related Efforts Specific to Retail Quadrants
No discussion at this time.  
7.
Board Agenda Review
Mr. Kiselewich stated that the participants of this meeting would be ready to discuss their findings with the Board on the following day.  She emphasized that there were no changes to the Annual Plan at this time.
8.
Highlight of Retail Quadrants Executive Committee Activities
Please see above.  No additional discussion at this time.
9.
New Business
Ms. Kiselewich questioned if there was value in another leadership meeting.  The group also discussed a joint meeting between the Retail Awareness Committee and the Retail Structure Review Committee.  
10.
Adjourn

Mr. Spangler moved to adjourn and Mr. Overtree seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 p.m. Central time.
11.
Attendance
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