Call to discuss Duquesne POLR II Settlement 12/19/2000

EDCs present: Duquesne Light, GPU, PECO, PPL

Suppliers present: Excelergy, First Energy, Green Mountain, Allegheny Energy, Strategic Energy

Others: Intellimark, PUC
Agenda

· Discussion of Duquesne POLR II Settlement

Discussion on Interim Approach (non-EDI)

Duquesne has Settlement requirement for this to be effective 1/1/2001.

Duquesne would like to have interim solution only in place until 2/1/2001.

Duquesne would like spreadsheet or flat file as option for 1/1/2001. They would not like hardcopy.

Recommendation that there is a small group that will develop the interim solution (Duquesne, GPU, PPL, and Excelergy will develop). 

Data needed:

· Account number

· Effective termination date (supplier’s contract end date)

· Supplier DUNS number

Assumption: This information will be transmitted via email. The specific file format will be the same for all suppliers (either spreadsheet or flat file).

The goal will be to develop the interim process by the end of this week.

The PUC mentioned that since there is not an agreement on using EDI for this, the likelihood of having a mandate of EDI by 2/1/20001 is remote.

Discussion on EDI Standard

PPL mentioned that they have not assumed EDI will be long term solution. They believe that the interim format may be sufficient for a long term.

The PUC has requested that an analysis be done; that if we went EDI, what would be involved.

814 Drop (advance notification drop transaction)

Duquesne has suggested that BGN01 codes “14” (Advance Notification) and “CN” (Confirmed Notification).

This drop transaction is informational only. A normal drop transaction would still have to be sent in the appropriate window. The current drop transaction would not change at all.

Excelergy Comment: Brandon feels that this is using the transaction for a different type of purpose than the transaction was intended. Brandon also does not believe the supplier needs a response.

Duquesne Response: Duquesne has accommodated other minor differences in the intent of the original transaction, such as treating an second enrollment for the same supplier  

Excelergy commented that the ASI01 and ASI02 would need to be different than a normal drop transaction. George Behr agreed with this. Excelergy will make a proposal on this.

PPL Note: The utilities other than Duquesne will have to implement a “defense” mechanism so that these transactions do not affect their system. Everyone recognized this was true.

Agreement: After evaluating the other alternatives listed below, it was agreed that this is the approach they will be evaluated further as the long term approach.

824 transaction

It was discussed that although we initially used the 824 transaction to respond to other transactions, it is certainly within the acceptable uses of the 824 to use it for.

This approach would have a supplier sending a notification to a utility of the possible contract termination. The utility would only respond with an 824 if the transaction was rejected. The utility would always respond with a 997.

Excelergy believes the 824 transaction would be much easier to implement than an 814 transaction.

Duquesne commented that this would be a more costly approach for them to develop since they do not have 824 transactions feeding into their system, and they also do not currently respond to an 824 transaction.

Allegheny Energy commented that since they may be subject to fines, they would want both positive and negative confirmation when they send in this notification.

Is a positive confirmation needed on every transaction? 

PPL Energy Plus and another supplier felt they would only want negative confirmation.

New Power and Allegheny would want positive and negative confirmation.

Agreement: Due to some parties wanting a positive and negative confirmation, it was agreed that this is not the best long term approach.

814 Enrollment / Change

Diane explained that this approach was looked at as if we were starting on Day 1. If we were implementing this from scratch, we would probably have the enrollment include the contract end date. Additionally, the 814 Change transaction would be used for the suppliers to send a change to the end date.

Several suppliers mentioned that with Evergreen contracts, there are often contracts which have no end date. 

PPL was opposed to this because utilities would be sending information to customers based on information that could very well be outdated.

Although there was some merit to the fact the this may have been a viable approach if we were starting new, the fact is we are already in production for a long period of time, and this approach could cause a lot of work for all parties.

Agreement: All parties agreed that this was not the approach to use. 

Discussion on whether EDI is optional or mandatory 

Since suppliers want positive and negative verification, it essentially forces this transaction to be mandatory at some point in time.

Discussion on what mandatory date should be:

· Duquesne would like an implementation date of 2/1/2001.

· Suppliers will need to evaluate when their systems can be modified.

· Utilities other than Duquesne will need to implement a “defense” mechanism, and need to notify the PUC when they may be able to make these modifications to their systems. 

It is likely that the PUC will have to make a decision after evaluating all of the information.

Action Items:

· Duquesne will send out an interim procedure by the end of the week.

· Brandon Siegel will review ASI fields to come up with a new proposal on the advance notification 814 drop. He will post this to the ListServer. This will be discussed on this week’s EDEWG call.

· Suppliers and Utilities should develop their expectations on when the EDI transactions should become mandatory.

Next EDEWG Call

Next conference call is scheduled for Thursday, December 21, 2000 in Harrisburg, at 2:00. Access phone number is (717) 901-0620.

The next subsequent call is January 4, 2000.

