EDEWG Teleconference 6/29/2000

EDCs present: GPU, PECO, Allegheny, Penn Power, PPL, Duquesne Light

Suppliers present:  EC Power, PPL Energy Plus, Energy America, Strategic Energy, DTE Energy Marketing, Conectiv Energy, US Power Solutions, Sterling Commerce, Exelon Energy, Allegheny Energy, GPU AR 

Others:   

Agenda

1. Review of comments from Implementation Guide changes 

2. Internet EDI Issue (Common Code / DUNS Number)

Review of comments from Implementation Guide changes

248 / 568/ 820 / 867MU / 867IU

As of today, there were no outstanding comments. However, some companies asked for more time to review the posted transactions (248, 568, 820, 867MU, and 867IU). It was agreed to extend the review time period for these transactions until 7/11/2000. All comments must be sent to the List Server by 7/11/2000. They will be discussed on the conference call on 7/13/2000, and these transactions will be considered final at that time.

810 LDC and 824

The 810 LDC and 824 transaction comments are still being compiled and will be posted to the List Server for another review.

824 Question

A question was raised on the List Server today about the Situations for Use section of the 824. This section explains all possible uses for the 824 in all territories. However, the Situations used by each state are only referenced in the State Notes section. It was agreed to add some clarification to the Situations for Use section to indicate this list reflect all possible situations, but you need to review the state specific section for which apply to each state.

Internet EDI Issue (Common Code / DUNS Number)

Jennifer Teel from EC Power has a product that supports several Suppliers using GISB. The code developed by EC Power uses only a 9 position field for the Common Code. Several of the utilities they have tested with used more than 9 characters in their Common Code. Those utilities were willing to accommodate EC Power, but EC Power was wondering what the PA rule is.

They framed the following question to George Behr:

In our testing of the the GISB EDM solution, a common problem we have had with every utility but GPU and Duq is that the GISB common code used by the utilities is other than a DUNS number.

Below is information directly from the GISB EDM Standards, where the common code is defined as a DUNS number.

In the data dictionary of the GISB standards the "to" and the "from" fields are defined as a "common code identifier" - page 2 of section Technical Implementation.  On page 1 of Related Standards the Common Codes is defined as a DUNS number, which is 9 digits maximum.

In our testing with the different Utilities, we have got them all to change their common code to their DUNS number, but we have had to delay testing. We use the EC Activator product for our GISB EDM solution.  This product has been used by Enron for the last 3 years within the gas industry.  Now we did modify our software to account for the differences outlined in the "Internet EDI Plan" put out by EDEWG, but that document does not reference allowing the common code to be other than a DUNS number, so our programmers did not make any changes.  In order to test with any utilities with a common code greater than a DUNS number, we would have had to change our product and it would have delayed our testing with some of the utilities.

I want to express my concern on this issue, since other states (New Jersey) are looking at GISB EDM solution.  If the common code is going to be expanded in the electric industry to be other than the DUNS number that needs to be stated in documentation.  Also information needs to be given on what the maximum length of this field will be - right now it varies from 9 digits up to 14 digits - depending on the utilities implementation.

EC Power is willing to change our software for future testing of GISB, we just ask that it be clearly defined what the common code is to be.  Please let me know if I should address these issues with someone else.

Discussion on today’s call indicated that the section of the GISB plan that discusses the Common Code at the http level was not included in the sections of GISB code that apply to the PA Internet EDI usage.

This topic was discussed at the working group level, but was probably an oversight in not documenting something in the Internet Plan. The parties on the call today felt the Internet EDI subgroup should address this. 

Action Item: A conference call of the Internet EDI sub-team will be scheduled to resolve this issue.

Updates to the Revised Plan

A question was raised regarding when the change to have EGS billers have their bill print reviewed by BCS will be effective. This is an outstanding item to be added to the Revised Plan.

Action Item: The changes to the Revised Plan should be published for review by July 13, 2000.

Rejections of Meter Changes

PECO said they are still having problems with some suppliers rejecting 814 Change transactions for meter changes. It was suggested that PECO contact George Behr to inform him of the suppliers doing this.

Rejections of Drop with no EDI transactions

PECO questioned whether the only valid ways to reject a Drop transaction is with an 997 reject or an 814 Enrollment Response Rejection. All agreed this is true, and PECO should not be receiving phone calls on a routine basis with 814 Drop rejects. The supplier(s) in question should have this on their Non-Compliance list that Intellimark compiled for the PUC.

PECO Summary Billing Accounts
PECO previously reporting the billing cycle to be the same as the meter reading cycle on the 814 Enrollment Response. PECO had previously corrected their logic, and are in the process of creating 814 Change transactions for all accounts that had been sent in error. This is mentioned today to provide a warning that suppliers may receive a fairly high volume of 814 Change transactions. 

Internet EDI Status

The utilities were asked a status of Internet EDI.

Utility
Production Date
Charging of parties not implement Internet EDI

GPU
7/3/2000
GPU is waiting until the PUC Order is issued prior to making a decision on when to invoking charging.

Duquesne
2/2000
The PA PUC is currently reviewing the EDEWG Internet EDI Subgroup's recommendation to require suppliers on VAN interconnects to open a mailbox

on the EDC's VAN.  Also, several suppliers will not be complete in their testing by July 1, 2000.

In view of these circumstances, Duquesne will continue to share EDI VAN charges for Customer Choice transactions on a 50/50 basis with ALL suppliers who have not begun production transmission via the Internet.  As circumstances change, Duquesne will notify affected suppliers of VAN setup requirements, which must be consistent with Duquesne's in order to ensure continued timely transmission of documents and proper absorption of VAN costs by the suppliers.

PECO
6/30/2000
PECO is waiting until the PUC Order is issued prior to making a decision on when to invoking charging.

PPL
7/5/2000 with 11 suppliers
PPL is waiting until the PUC Order is issued prior to making a decision on when to invoking charging.

Allegheny Power
Beginning of July 2000
Allegheny is waiting until the PUC Order is issued prior to making a decision on when to invoking charging.

Penn Power
Early July 2000
Penn Power is waiting until the PUC Order is issued prior to making a decision on when to invoking charging.

Next EDI Over Internet Call

None currently scheduled.

Next CDS Subteam Call

None currently scheduled.

Next Competitive Metering Meeting

Next Competitive Metering meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, July 19, 2000 at Peco headquarters at 9:30.

Next Supplier Consolidated Billing Call

None currently scheduled.

Next EDEWG Call

Next conference call is scheduled for Thursday, 7/6/2000 at 2:00 pm on (717) 901-0620. 

