EDEWG Conference Call 04/03/2002

Utilities:  Met-Ed, Penelec, Penn Power, UGI Utilities, PPL EU, PECO Energy, Duquesne Light, Allegheny Power 

Suppliers/Service Providers: Electric America, Green Mountain, Allegheny Energy Supply, Dominion Retail, Energy Services Group, Systrends, Simplified Data Solution

Other:  PUC

Agenda:
1.  SAP migration update from FirstEnergy

2.  EDI requirements after an EGS exits the marketplace

3.  NAESB EDM / EDEWG EDM Subgroup

Meeting Notes:

1.   SAP migration update from FirstEnergy

 Tara Burton reported that testing has been going smoothly, and that testing of roughly half of all suppliers was complete. The remaining test batch is scheduled to begin April 7, 2003. 

Production implementation is still on schedule for June 2003.

2.   EDI requirements after an EGS exits the marketplace.
The Energy Association of PA is reviewing a draft document, and plans to discuss with the PUC.

· Annunciata reported that if a Secretarial Letter or Order is issued, it will be posted on the ListServer. 

3. NAESB EDM / EDEWG EDM Subgroup

NAESB EDM document:

There was some discussion on the NAESB EDM process, and a question was asked if the EDM has been rewritten for REQ (Retail Electric Quadrant)? Dick Brooks of Systrends reported no; however, the REQ TEIS is in the process of rewriting it to reflect consistency across the REQ.

There is a NAESB face-to-face meeting scheduled for April 15-16. Hopefully the review of the document by both REQ and WGQ (Wholesale Gas Quadrant) will be complete by then.

It is expected that a document will be available for review in May 2003. 

It is expected that the documented will be finalized by September 2003.

EDEWG Efforts

There was discussion on whether it makes sense to reconvene a small working group now or to wait until NAESB has a final REQ document.

There was a suggestion to assess the current NAESB draft to determine potential impact on PA while the REQ document is still in draft status. This would include addressing impact of migrating from GISB 1.4 to NAESB 1.6.

Listed below is a partial list of differences identified:

· REQ – synchronize clocks on central time or all timezone indicator

· GISB 1.4 uses 9 digit DUNS. Many use a DUNS+4 or a test/production indicator. The REQ document is more flexible.

· There are significant changes in SSL, signed receipts area

· Within NAESB TEIS, there is still an open issue on AS2 versus GISB

General discussion on AS2 versus GISB, EDI versus XML

There are some initiatives within the state that affect the EDCs that require the use of AS2. For instance, the Department of Public Welfare’s LIHEAP program and banks use AS2 rather than GISB. Because of this, some companies are trying to evaluate which product is the best to use from a strategic point of view. Within the PUC, BCS is using XML for informal and formal complaints.

Decision:

EDEWG will convene a small group to develop facts on 1.4 differences, etc. After these minutes are published, Brandon Siegel will send an email notice requesting volunteers to form the group and also solicit a leader for the group.

Other Discussion

EDEWG should consider being involved in some of the other PUC activities such as BCS.

Chris Navadauskas (cnavadauskas@dqe.com) of Duquesne has volunteered to take lead in determining the appropriate EDC contact for LIHEAP program. An EDC call may be scheduled in the future to gain a better collective understanding of that process.

Next Conference Call:

The next conference call is scheduled for Thursday, May 1, 2003 at 2:00. To participate, call 717 901-0620. 
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