Regional EDI 

Minutes of Meeting

Philadelphia, PA

January 17, 2001 

Agency Representation:

Pennsylvania – Veronica Smith 

Maryland – Calvin Timmerman / Phil VanderHeyden

New Jersey – Peter Yochum

District of Columbia - Grace Hu

Ohio – Carl Evans

Virginia – Dave Eichenlaub / Diane Jenkins

Delaware – Connie McDowell / Jennifer Tiehbolt

Attendees: Attached is a list of attendees.  If we missed anyone, please contact Sue Fortran at 717-705-3892 or fortran@puc.state.pa.us.

Purpose:

To explore the possibility of initiating a regional approach to handling future changes to existing EDI transactions.

Pennsylvania Introductory Remarks

There have been two introductory conference calls with Commission staffs to date.  The purpose of this meeting is exploratory. Pennsylvania continues to support national standards. This effort is not going to address policy decisions or business practices made in each state.  The Commissions look to act as facilitators.  It is recognized that there are benefits to the utilities and suppliers to have a regional document.  The purpose is to recognize that, as of now, transactions among the states are approximately 90% uniform.  The idea is to ensure that we maintain that degree of uniformity.

Maryland Introductory Remarks

Maryland has a change control process in place, similar to Pennsylvania. First interest is that when someone brings a change control to Maryland, that a regional group has reviewed it. There is an acknowledgement that to accomplish this may be difficult.

New Jersey Introductory Remarks

They are fortunate in that they have been able to follow some of the guidelines of Pennsylvania. 

District of Columbia Introductory Remarks

They adopted the X12 standards in September of 2000, and have followed most of the regional guidelines.

Ohio Introductory Remarks
Have allowed the utilities and suppliers in the market to develop the standard, and the Commission acted as a facilitator. The Commission will support a regional approach if the Ohio market participants agree to it.

Virginia Introductory Remarks

Recognizes that each state is not a market in and of itself.  Most of the suppliers who have applied for license in Virginia also participate in the other states in the region. It is believed that there is a 90% overlap. 

Delaware Introductory Remarks

They are just getting started, and would like to piggyback the regional effort.

Discussion

How did this effort get started?

(Roni Smith) Some states have approached Pennsylvania to share learned experiences. Some suppliers and utilities have requested that Pennsylvania and other states initiate a regional committee.  The Commissions have been discussing the development of regional coordination for about a year.

How does this succeed?

(Roni Smith) The Commissions perceive this to be a regional cooperative, coordinated effort. This has to be fair. It has to set achievable goals and recognize the parameters that have been outlined here.  All market participants should have the right to address their concerns.

Why these states? 

(Roni Smith) It was known that the states present generally conform to similar guidelines. It was also notes that they approached contiguous states.

(Doug May – NY PSC) New York commented that they are currently in a developmental process, and may support a regional approach in the future.

Would this effort be covered by the GISB model?

(Roni Smith) Honestly, we did not look that far.  The agencies felt that it was important that we do not lose the uniformity that now exists in the transactions.

Why is there interest in a regional group?

· Reliant commented that they prefer not to have to be on multiple list servers and attend multiple state committees. They would prefer to deal with one ListServer and one meeting.

· Logica comments – Support this approach because to the extent we can reduce differences, we reduce overall costs. Of course, how to manage it will be a challenge. 

· Exelon Energy – They feel this formalizes what to date has been an underground effort as each new state has evolved.

· VA PSC – To have benefit to customers, we must reduce costs. If we review items on a regional basis, we may be able to reduce overall costs. It has to be recognized that this is still a young market, but we do have a great deal of expertise to build on what we have. It is recognized that the costs incurred today may help the market more in the long run than in the short term.

· PPL Utilities – They do support regional standards, but have some concerns that should be recognized. 

· Any changes to systems going forward may cause resource issues and costs, especially when they may not pertain to rules in your state. The costs incurred to make these changes may not be recoverable.

· Cinergy – Utilities are dealing with legacy systems and proposed changes can result in increased costs if they are deemed mandatory.

· PA PUC – timelines will still have to be address when a change must be implemented at the state level.

· PPL Energy Plus – Agrees that the cost and schedule are critical issues. Believes a national standard is inevitable, and believes if our effort is successful, it may serve as the base for the national standards.

· Exelon Energy – They believe that the small steps we take do have an impact. They believe we should set achievable goals.

Would regional effort cause the state committees to disburse? (First Energy question)

(Roni Smith) This is not under consideration at this time.

Can we separate business rules from data transport?  (ODEC Question)
[If we deal with data transport, can we have EDI process to mitigate the difference in rules?]  

· Intellimark – They believe the strength of the documents is that the rules and data transports are all in one document. They believe there is some risk because there has been a high dependence on a few individuals to take this from state to state.

· Green Mountain – This effort will address “if you do this”, you will do it this way. The intent is to not mandate that everyone uses each feature documented.

The general consensus of the group was that there is an interest in developing a process among the suppliers and distribution companies.  Achievable goals can be accomplished.  There is an interest to move forward cautiously with a very narrow focus.  There is now a need to find out how to move forward.

Who is “we” – do you envision Commission involvement? (Center for Advancement question)

· PA PUC – the Commissions have said they do not see themselves running this group. Perhaps the Commission representatives may serve as an Advisory Committee. The “we” referenced is a universal “we”, state agencies, utilities, suppliers, software providers.

Do you envision state Commissions being an active member? (Reliant question)

· PA PUC  - If the process is set up fairly, the Commissions will probably not take an active role. They do not expect to tell the group what they can work on.

· VA PSC – they do plan to monitor and participating to the extent they can. 

· MD PSC – Being a smaller state, they often wonder whether the low market participation really indicates the thoughts of the overall market participants.

Would states be willing to sign something saying they support this effort? (Exelon question)

· PA PUC – If concepts and limitations identified today are addressed, it is likely that the Commission will be willing to adopt.

· MD PSC – They think the request is reasonable. They may need to make modifications to the Maryland Change Control process.

· NJ BPU – Staff would be willing to take this to the BPU.

· DC PSC – there is currently a working group, and when all parties agree, getting Commission approval is easy. When there are differing opinions, it is harder to get approval from Commission. Conceptually, the same would apply here.

· OH PSC – Commission has already empowered Data Exchange Group to adopt these rules. When there are objections, Staff will develop their opinion. If parties still oppose the recommendation, they have a process to follow.

· VA PSC – There is no legislative requirement to use EDI. EDI is currently being done on a volunteer basis. The are exploring having the working group formalized and endorsed.

· DE PSC – Would need to discuss with Commissioners.

Thinks there is a question on scope (ODEC comment)

· PA PUC – current documents are probably 90% consistent.

· Logica – has heard region has 90% similarity. Is this an objective or subjective measurement? (PA PUC commented that it is subjective, but many participants have quoted that high of a similarity)

· Enron – Before you can talk about process, group needs to decide on exact mission / goal, and then the process can be developed.

· GISB – If this group tackles a common document and common transport mechanism, that is a great first step.

· Select Energy – Would like to see Gas utilities involved in this process.

· PA PUC has not adopted EDI as the standard for gas.  It is optionally being used by some gas utilities.

· NJ BPU is moving forward with Gas EDI. They are comfortable with leaving this at the state level for now.

· MD PSC stated that Gas competition is not at that point yet.

· DE PSC states that Gas competition is not at that point yet.

There was some discussion of including the gas industry in this effort.  The consensus from the state agencies was that there is no basis for doing this at this time.

Need clear statement of problem (EDI Partners comment)

- Change Control is currently maintained on a state level.

- Suppliers needing to negotiate for the same change in multiple jurisdictions is costly.  

Goals - The following list of goals were decided upon as a starting point:

· State agency endorsement

· Common data transport mechanism

· Consolidate regional EDI document among the states participating, differences by state will be noted

· Scheduled Maintenance (i.e., twice a year)

· Regional change control process 

· Schedule annual planning process

· Standard testing certification

· Single repository of transaction documents, data, dictionaries, etc., (website for posting of documents)

· Development of structure and organization

· Broad representation without regard to contribution of funding

· Platform for new technologies 

· (Potential future goal: Inclusion of gas standards)

· One ListServer

· (Potential future goal: Process improvements to streamline transactions for efficiency)

· Overview document of how each EDI transactions are supported / training – technical perspective versus Commission perspective 

· Define relationship between regional group and individual states

· Determine Funding

Objectives, Priorities, and Timelines

· Develop working group to propose the organization (equally balanced between utility and suppliers)? Charter, facilitation, funding

· Utilities, suppliers and third parties were asked to submit names of people to participate in the effort to develop the organization.  If too many submitted, state agencies will pare it down.

· First meeting will be in Harrisburg

Timeline – 6 weeks to develop draft proposal. 

A list of the Working Group Members is attached.

Meetings – The Commission staff from the state where the meeting is held has committed to attend the meetings and report back before the full group.  Nothing will be successful unless it is something the state Commissions think is fair, equitable and reasonable.  Set up a process of communication so that you can speak for the majority of your industry group that is involved.

The full group will meet again in eight weeks (March 15).  The location is to be determined.  Volunteers were requested to host the meeting.  A facility for 100 people will be needed. PECO has offered to host the meeting again.

Kim Wall offered to approach the EEI to set up a list serve for this regional group.
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Frederick May


Allegheny Energy

Edward Johnstonbaugh

Allegheny Power

Tom Graham



Allegheny Power

William Wotring


American Electric Power Co.

Barbara Wise



Baltimore Gas & Electric

Michaela Sharps


Baltimore Gas & Electric

Dan Rothfuss



Cinergy.com

Donna Wagner


Cinergy.com

Greg Tilton



Computer Science Corp.

Rochelle Cavicchia


Computer Science Corp.

Jim Stauble



Connectiv

Cary Reed



American Electric Power

Dennis McDowell


Connectiv Retail Choice

Natalie Cotton


Customized Energy Solutions

Joe Fiore



Customized Energy Solutions

Debbie Davis



Delaware Electric Coop

Susan Timmons


Delaware Electric Coop

Connie McDowell


Delaware PUC

Jennifer Tiethol


Delaware PUC

Terry George



Dominion Energy Direct

Sean Augustine


Dominion Retail Energy

Jennifer Luptowski


DTE Energy Marketing

Matt Manzi



Connectiv Energy

Nancy Hetrick


Enron

Christina Navadauskas

Duquesne Light Company

Roberta Mains


Duquesne Light Company

Rebecca Schlanert


electricAMERICA

Linda Guckert


electricAMERICA

Vinio Floris



Enron

Bryn Owen



Energy Services Group

Bill Hunsicker


Exelergy Corp.

Brandon Siegel


Exelergy Corp.

Lorraine Bucci


Exelon

Scott Brown



Exelon

Mark Sekerak


First Energy Services

Stephanie Gibson


First Energy Corp.

Patricia Toffling


GE Global Exchange Services
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Rodney Russell


GE Global Exchange Services

Jim Buccigross


GISB Executive Committee

Kim Wall



Green Mountain Energy Co.

Gary Gokhman


GPU Advanced Resources

Kent Hatt



GPU

Diane Goff



GPU

George Behr



Intellimark

Mary Smith



Insite Services

Fred Plett



Logica

Stephen Rosenstein


Maryland Energy Consortium

Robert McCafferty


It’s Electric & Gas

Phil Vanderheyden


Maryland PUC

Calvin Timmerman


Maryland PUC

Ken Malloy



NARUC/CAEM

Jeff Bladen



New Energy

Mary Nendza



New Energy

Susan Covino



New Power

Nicole De Los Santos


New Power

Michael Dailey


Novec

Charlie Grinnan


Novec

Peter Yochum


NJ PUC

Linda Nowicki


NJ PUC

Douglas May



NY PUC

Anthony Francioso


NJ Ratepayer Ad.

Michael Wojdyia


Niagra Mohawk Energy Mktg.

Richard Alston


Old Dominion Electric Cooperative

Kent Benton



EDI Parners, Inc. w/Old Dominion






Electric Cooperative

Carl Evans



Ohio Commission

Andrea Yozyerton 


PEPCO

Sue O’Brien



PPL Energy Plus

Jim Minneman


PPL Energy Plus

Roberto Reyes


PPL Utilities

Annunciata Marino


PA PUC

Sterling Schoonover


Rappanhonnock Electric

Mark Seay



Rappanhonnock Electric

Mike Keane



PSEG
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Keith Sappenfield


Reliant Energy Retail Group

Karen Landis



Reliant Energy Retail Group

Jim Grace



Select

Marge Howell


Select

Paul McKinney


Shell Energy

Robert Bynoe



Shell Energy

Tom Dougherty


Strategic Energy

Eric Sorber



UGI Utilities

Sara O’Neill



US Power Solutions

David Hislop



UGI Utilities

Maria Mangubat


Utilmaz

Ron Sewell



Utiliread.com

Charles Porter


Utiliread.com

Gwen Beadles


Virginia Power

Diane Jenkins


Virginia State Corporate Commission

Dave Eichenlaub


Virginia State Corporate Commission

Randy Huffer



Virginia Power/Dominion

Grace Hu



Washington PUC

Ellen Newell



Washington Gas

Kurt Sontag



PECO

Bernadette Foisy


PECO – Integrated Solutions

Mary Hopper



PECO – Regulatory Affairs

Brian Crowe



PECO – Regulatory & Gov’t. Affairs

Working Group Members

Utility Company Representatives:

Dan Rothfuss



Cinergy

Bernadette Foisey


PECO

Mike Keane



PSE&G

Barbara Wise



BGE

Gwen Bealles



Dominion VA Power

Tom Graham



Allegheny Power

Diane Goff



Delaware

Bill Brooks



Pepco

Supplier Representatives:

Kim Wall



Green Mountain

Susan Covino



New Power

James Minneman



PPL Energy Plus

Lorraine Bucci



Exelon

Third Party Service Providers:

Brandon Siegal



Exelergy

Jim Buccigross



GISB (8760)

Patricia Toffling



GE Global Exchange Services

Bryn Owen



Energy Services Group

There are additional representatives, if necessary.
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