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Thursday, September 29, 2005 (9:00 a.m. -3:00 p.m. Central)

Draft Minutes
1.
Administrative







Mr. Jones called the meeting to order.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice and took the roll of participants.  The draft agenda was reviewed and an update on MBP numbering and discussion of RXQ Information Requirements (IR) Subcommittee work on Customer Information was added.  Mr. Precht moved, seconded by Mr. Eynon, to adopt the revised agenda.  

The draft minutes from September 1, 2005 were reviewed and minor revisions were made.  Mr. Behr moved, seconded by Mr. Zollars, to approve the draft minutes as amended.  The motion passed unanimously.  
2.
Update on MBP numbering

Mr. Precht stated the document discussing the numbering format for the MBPs had been revised to reflect that principles and definitions would have three digits instead of four digits.  The revised formatting document will be posted as an attachment to the September 1, 2005 final minutes.  Mr. Precht suggested the document should be incorporated into MBP Book 0 as a Users’ Guide to the MBPs, and noted he would raise that discussion at the November 30 Retail Executive Committee meeting.  

3.
Review of IR work on Customer Information

Mr. Behr reviewed the RXQ IR’s initial discussion on the Customer Information MBPs and highlighted questions the subcommittee identified on the content of the proposed MBPs.  One question Mr. Behr identified was the importance of the number of delivery points in proposed MBP 7.3.1.8, noting that current customer information transactions don’t provide that level of detail.  Mr. Behr stated that the IR would probably not add this data element unless it was given further instructions by the RXQ BPS.  

Additionally in proposed MBP 7.3.1.8, he stated that IR needed guidance on how the 12 months of historical usage should be presented since there are three possible ways.  Using the example of 3 meters with 10 kwh usages per month, the options are:  12 months of 300 kwh; 12 months of individual data for each meter; and a single aggregate number.  Mr. Zollars said that summarizing the data form similar meters would probably not be problematic, but it could be problematic if the data for dissimilar meters was mixed.  Mr. Behr added that a header-level element for “total annual usage” could provide benefit.
Regarding proposed MBP 7.3.2.3 (Mass Customer List), Mr. Behr said including information for multiple service delivery points could produce an unwieldy flat file.  Also, he said the IR suggesting adding “to and from date” and “annual historical energy usage.”  Mr. Jones agreed it would be reasonable to include a time indicator for the Mass Customer List data.  There was discussion, but not consensus, on whether to provide the data at the meter level.  One suggestion was to leave service delivery point but delete meter number and meter type.  Mr. Zollars stated the Mass Customer List is often used to create a mass mailing, and usually the mass lists contained enough information to determine the type of meters used.  
Mr. Jones requested that the RXQ IR maintain a list of changes that need to be made to the MBPs as a result of its work.  The next RXQ IR meeting is scheduled for November 3 in Atlanta.  
4.
Discussion and Development of Model Business Practices in Response to R05016
Request R05016 – Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. requests the development of standards or model business practices for electronic retail billing transactions and bill payment transactions between customers, suppliers, and utilities.

Workpapers:  Whitepaper (Document # 1E); most recent Billing and Payment MBPs (Document # 2E); BGE 810 EDI document for end-use customer billing (Document # 3E); BGE 820 EDI document for end-use customer payment/remittances (Document # 4E); Southern Company 810 EDI document for end-use customer billing (Document # 5E); Request R05016 & Attachment (Document # 6E & 6E-A); 810 Guides provided by EC Power (Document # 7E); Utility 810 Examples provided by EC Power (Document # 8E).
The subcommittee held an extensive general discussion on this topic.  Mr. Jones stated the request contemplates an invoice (810 transaction) and payment (820 transaction) between the billing party and end use customer.  Mr. Alston evaluated the current RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs to determine whether this request could be accommodated by modifying those MBPs.  Mr. Alston’s analysis is shown in workpaper 1E.  During the discussion of his workpaper, Mr. Alston expressed concern that the RXQ BPS would be moving into the new area of end use customer payment processing, and whether that transition would reach beyond the immediate request into the bill payment options for other classes of end use customers.  He noted that the current RXQ MBPs support the interactions among market participants other than the end use customer.  Mr. Alston concluded that invoicing portion of the request could be based on the current MBPs for bill rendering, without modification to accommodate the three billing models.  Mr. Alston’s whitepaper includes 25 potential data elements, including contact name, phone number, and balance information.  The whitepaper does not address the bill payment issues.
Mr. Alston suggested that the RXQ BPS decline to draft MBPs for end use customer payment.  Ms. Edwards acknowledged that it was a different topic than the subcommittee had previously worked on, but stated the Executive Committee was clear in its assignment that this was a topic the RXQ BPS should work on.  Mr. Alston reiterated that end user payments was a very technical area that had not previously been addressed by most jurisdictions in the context of EDI.  Mr. Behr suggested that the technical aspects of the proposed MBPs would probably be addressed through a modification to the UIG 810.  (The UIG 810 is attached to Request R05016).  Mr. Behr added that the resulting NAESB 810 would probably be more succinct than the UIG 810 because of the difference in philosophies of the organizations.  
General concern was expressed that WalMart was not participating in the conference call.  Ms. Teel stated that WalMart is one of her organization’s customer, and she is facilitating their participation in the process.  She added that even though WalMart brought the request forward, participation by other similarly-situated customers will produce a well rounded solution.  Mr. Behr added that many of his customers were interested in business practice standards in this area.  

The scope of the request was discussed.  Mr. Behr suggested that the MBPs should allow large customers that have businesses in many markets the ability to automate the invoicing process through EDI.  Mr. Jones added that the representative from WalMart stated during the last meeting that the content of the 810s they are receiving is not consistent across utilities.  Ms. Teel noted that it is really an issue of format, because the information required to process the invoices is being transmitted, but the location of that information is not consistent.  Ms. Edwards added that the representative also acknowledged that adoption of the MBPs was voluntary, but was hopeful that MBPs would bring the industry closer to uniformity.  Accordingly, Mr. Behr suggested the BPS focus on the content of the invoice to be delivered, and whether an EDI invoice should contain the same level of detail a paper invoice would contain.  

The subcommittee developed the following list of items to review at the next meeting (assignments are shown in brackets):

1) draft MBPs to serve as a strawman for discussion [Ms. Edwards, Mr. Precht, Mr. Behr, Ms. Teel, Mr. Wolf]

2) process flows [WalMart, facilitated by Ms. Teel]

3) required business data to be included in the MBPs [Ms. Teel]

4) an analysis of the NAESB Trading Partner Agreement [Mr. Wolf]  
To provide guidance to the group developing the strawman, the subcommittee generally discussed the items that should be included in the MBPs.  Those items included:  1) the data to be included in the invoice; 2) applicable process flows; 3) remittance advice related to payments; 4) timing; 5) certification (testing of EDI counterparties); and 6) a trading partner agreement for EDI counterparties.  During discussion of testing, Ms. Edwards noted that the BPS has not written testing procedures for the other MBPs, just a statement that testing should be done.  Mr. Behr agreed that was the appropriate approach, since the details related to testing are a technical matter.  
The subcommittee also discussed whether the MBPs should incorporate the different billing models in the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs.  Mr. Behr suggested that the subcommittee should address model of billing in its deliberations since the invoice changes with the type of service provided.  Ms. Teel added that the model of billing is not important to an end user when it is processing invoices and payments.  It was also noted that the differences in billing type could impact the flow diagrams.  The subcommittee determined it was too early to make that determination.  
The subcommittee determined that the Customer Invoice MBPs should be an independent set of MBPs instead of being integrated into the RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs.  The subcommittee recognized that the subject was similar, but the audience was different.  The RXQ Billing and Payments MBPs were used as the starting point for the strawman.  The subcommittee evaluated each of the sections and made an initial determination on whether it contained the type of information that should be included in the Customer Invoice MBPs.  [That determination is noted on the attachment to these minutes.]  The selected sections will be revised to create a strawman for the subcommittee’s consideration at the next meeting.  

Balanced Vote to submit the electronic retail billing and bill payment transactions MBPs to the Information Requirements Subcommittee:  A balanced vote was not taken during this conference call.
5.
Other Business
Assignments for next meeting:  see section 4
Future meeting schedule:
· REQ/RGQ BPS Meeting (with web conferencing) – November 1-2, 2005; hosted by Georgia Power Company in Atlanta, GA

· REQ/RGQ BPS Conference Call (with web conferencing) – December 7, 2005
· The 2006 meeting schedule will be discussed at the November 1-2 meeting.  The initial proposal is that there would be alternating meetings and conference calls (both with web conferencing) held approximately every six weeks.  

6.
Adjourn 
The conference call adjourned at 1:30 p.m. Central.
7.
Attendance

	Name
	
	Organization
	Quadrant/Segment

	Rick
	Alston
	ODEC
	REQ/D

	Bill
	Barkas
	Dominion Retail
	REQ/Su

	George
	Behr
	Energy Services Group
	RGQ/S

	Yvette
	Camp
	Southern Company
	REQ/D

	Mary 
	Edwards
	Dominion VA Power
	REQ/D

	Patrick
	Eynon
	Ameren
	REQ/D

	Mike
	Holiday
	Southern Company
	REQ/D

	John
	Jackson
	Southern Company
	REQ/D

	Dan
	Jones
	Cinergy
	REQ/D

	Todd
	Oncken
	NAESB
	

	Phil
	Precht
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	RGQ/D

	Denise
	Rager
	NAESB
	

	Judy
	Ray
	Alabama Power Company
	REQ/D

	Jennifer
	Teel
	EC Power
	REQ/Su

	Bill
	Wolf
	Baltimore Gas & Electric
	REQ/D

	Rick
	Zollars
	Dominion Retail
	Not Provided


____________________________________________________________________________________________

RXQ BPS Conference Call Draft Minutes - September 29, 2005

Page 1

