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Joint RGQ/REQ (Retail) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) Conference Call 
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DATE:

May 19, 2010
RETAIL GAS & ELECTRIC QUADRANTS
Retail BPS Meeting
Hosted by the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission in Harrisburg, PA

Monday, May 3, 2010 from 12:00 PM to 4:00 PM Eastern
Tuesday, May 4, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern
DRAFT MINUTES
1.
Welcome & Administrative Items

Mr. Jones opened the meeting and welcomed attendees.  Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance and participants introduced themselves in person and over the phone. Ms. Moreno moved to approve the agenda as drafted; the motion passed without objection. The group reviewed the draft meeting minutes from March 30, 2010. After an unopposed motion by Mr. Zollars, the minutes were adopted as final.
2. 
Discussion and Possible Vote on Process Flows (Models) and Additional Model Business Practices (MBPs) for Book 3 – Billing & Payment – 2010 Retail Annual Plan Item No. 4
The participants began by reviewing Document #10-1D - Process Flows for Billing & Payment. Minor changes were eventually made to slides 7, 9, 14, and 15 for consistency; these changes appear on the Redlined Process Flow work paper. Corresponding changes were made, as required, to Document #10-2D - Additional MBPs for Billing & Payment; all changes are reflected on the Redlined Proposed MBPs work paper. 
The motion to adopt the Process Flows and revised Billing and Payment MBPs (as revised during the meeting) was unchallenged: it passed by a vote of 11 to 0. The documents will be forwarded to the Technical subcommittee and the Retail Executive Committee. 
3.
Discussion on Developing a Model Business Practices User Guide for Book 0 – 2010 Retail Annual Plan Item No. 5
The group then began discussion of the merits of adding the functional equivalent of the Book 6 User’s Guide. Mr. Jones discussed how the Retail Model Business Practices (MBPs) are effectively best practices since they are not mandated by a federal authority. Mr. Behr agreed, stating that there were essentially two ways to use Retail MBPs: 1) as a stand-alone set of rules to govern an entirely new framework; 2) as a menu from which to select desired modifications to an existing set of rules. 
Mr. Behr shared the recent experience gained adapting NAESB’s Consolidated Billing MBPs to the existing Pennsylvania statutes. He stated that this experience proved difficult, particularly in terms of educating co-participants how the MBPs might be implemented. He noted that this difficulty arose despite the commitment and favorable attitude towards NAESB shared by many participants. He suggested that some type of FAQ document could go a long way towards facilitating the adoption and/or use of NAESB MBPs by other states, particularly for those unfamiliar with the NAESB process. He compared the utility of the NAESB MBPs to a “contractor’s punch list” that lists issues that each jurisdiction should consider. 
The question was asked whether NAESB maintains a list of jurisdictions which have adapted NAESB MBPs in whole or in part. No answer was provided. The participants then began recording their thoughts on FAQs that would prove useful to jurisdictions interested in incorporating NAESB MBPs into their existing statutory framework. This FAQ Notes work paper is available on the Retail BPS website.
Noting the current climate of industry interest in communication security and linkage to smart metering, the group discussed approaching NARUC with an offer to host a workshop relating to recent Retail efforts for smart metering, gas/electric convergence, and/or data security. 
In response to a question, Mr. Eynon stated that the NAESB MBPs were used in Illinois when existing statutes were inadequate. He added that the NAESB MBPs were helpful in certain instances. 

The comment was made that NAESB MBPs provided roughly 50 percent of what Pennsylvania needed; there was an articulated desire for greater detail from the MBPs. Reference was made to UIG and the reasons for UIG’s collapse. Specifically, the statement was made that UIG had wanted to accommodate everyone and ended up becoming a document repository of various organizational approaches. The statement was made that the Retail level value of NAESB will be enhanced if the decision is made to set MBPs rather than accommodate various existing structures. The comment was made that currently it is impossible to simply adopt NAESB retail standards as a complete package without significant reworking. The observation was made that choices and decisions need to be made on certain items, otherwise NAESB MBPs are too general and of very limited use to anyone. There was continued shared recognition by attendees that the Retail quadrant should become more specific and make more decisions. 
After a break, participants opened Retail Book Ø to identify whether definitions needed to be enhanced if coordinated with other NAESB groups. The decision was made to monitor RXQ 0.2.2, 0.2.7 and to set aside 0.2.1 for further consideration. The group then opened the Retail Working Glossary with the same goal in mind. The following table displays definitions that participants decided carried the potential for further scrutiny. 
Table 1 Coordination Tracking List for Retail Working Glossary
	For Future Consideration
	Monitor

	Customer information
	Evaluation


	Customer information set
	Historical Usage Information

	Customer-specific Information Request
	Historical Usage Transaction

	Distribution Company Operational Manuals
	Historical Usage Rejection

	Enrollment
	Historical Usage Request

	Enrollment Confirmation
	Market Participant Service Agreements

	Enrollment Effective Date
	Pending Enrollment

	Enrollment Rejection
	Service Request

	ESI ID Information Change
	Service Request Confirmation

	ESI ID Information Change Confirmation
	Service Request Notification

	ESI ID Information Change Rejection
	Service Request Rejection

	ESI ID Set-up
	

	ESI ID Set-up Confirmation
	

	ESI ID Set-up Rejection
	

	Evaluation
	

	Historical Usage Confirmation
	

	Historical Usage Rejection
	

	Market Participant
	

	Market Participant Service Agreements
	

	Mass Customer List
	

	Move-in
	

	Move-out
	

	Notification of Inspection Required
	

	Notification of Inspection Required Response
	

	Registration Agent
	

	Reinstatement
	

	Reinstatement Confirmation
	

	Reinstatement Rejection
	

	Switch
	

	Synchronization List
	

	Trading Partner Agreement
	


All the above terms in the “For Future Consideration” column, with the exception of Distribution Company Operation Manuals, need to be revisited since they contain the term “Market Participant.” Once this definition is established, participants will reconsider these terms for this and possibly other issues.  
3. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 1:30pm by consensus. 

4. 
Attendance

	FIRST NAME
	LAST NAME
	ORGANIZATION

	Walter
	Baker
	Dominion Virginia Power

	Bill 
	Barkas
	Dominion Retail

	George
	Behr
	Energy Services Group

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Angela
	Delong
	UGI Energy

	Patrick
	Eynon
	Ameren Services

	Dan
	Jones
	Duke Energy

	Debbie
	McKeever
	Oncor

	Annunciata
	Marino
	Pennsylvania PUC

	Phil
	Precht
	Baltimore Gas and Electric

	Judy
	Ray
	Alabama Power

	Brandon
	Siegel
	E:SO

	Richard
	Zollars
	Dominion Retail


� Participants noted that a distinction could potentially be drawn between “enrollment evaluation” and “regular evaluation.”
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