
EDEWG Change Request #118
This EDEWG Change Request can be found on the PUC website at http://www.puc.state.pa.us/electric/electric_edewg_download.aspx 

	Requester’s Name: 

Kim Wall
	EDC/EGS Name:    

PPLSolutions, LLC
	Phone # :  

610-774-2932

	Date of Request:

4/2/2014
	Affected EDI Transaction Set #(s):

814 C, D, ND, R
	E-Mail Address:

kawall@pplweb.com

	Requested Priority (emergency/high/low):
	Requested Implementation Date:

As soon as approved
	Status:

Implemented in IG814Cv6-2.docx, IG814Dv6-2.docx, IG814Rv6-2.docx, IG814NDv6-2.docx


Brief Explanation (This will be copied into the description in the Change Control Summary Spreadsheet): 

EDCs do not consistently review the 814 Response files (accept or reject).  In Texas, they eliminated the response file from the supplier to ERCOT or the Utility because the supplier is expected to act outside of EDI to correct any potential issues.  With PA EDCs not following up on each and every reject, it is a false sense of action for a supplier to send a reject transaction.
I would like to make the 814 Response file, from EGS to EDC, optional.  

The major benefit is during the transmission of ICAP/NITS transactions.  There is no need to process the hundreds of thousands of response files that are received when those 814 Change transactions are sent.
Detail Explanation  (Exactly what change is required? To which EDEWG Standards? Why?): 

Modify the language on the 814 Change, Drop, Advance Notification and Reinstatement as shown on the next page. 

PECO revision (requested during 4/3/14 EDEWG meeting) - include reinforcing statement the 997 Functional Acknowledgement is required by all parties.   In the event the EGS opts out of sending the 814 response, the 997 becomes more critical being the proof the EGS processed the utility request.
For Change Control Manager Use Only:

	Date of EDEWG Discussion:

4/3/14
	Expected Implementation Date:    


	


EDEWG Discussion and Resolution:

4/2/14 – Brandon Siegel:  received request, assigned #118 and placed on 4/3 meeting agenda.
4/3/14 – Brandon Siegel:  EDEWG reviewed and approved CC 118 with revision requested by PECO noted above under detailed explanation section.   This change will be incorporated into the 2015 version update of the EDI implementation guidelines. 
12/30/14 – Brandon Siegel:  incorporated into IG814Cv6-2.docx, IG814Dv6-2.docx, IG814Rv6-2.docx, IG814NDv6-2.docx
Priority Classifications

	Emergency Priority
	Implemented within 10 days or otherwise directed by EDEWG

	High Priority
	Changes / Enhancements implemented with 30 days. The next release, or as otherwise directed by EDEWG

	Low Priority
	Changes / Enhancements implemented no earlier than 90 days, Future Release, or as otherwise directed by EDEWG


Please submit this form via e-mail to both jmccracken@pa.gov and lyalcin@pa.gov
at the PUC and to the 

Change Control Manager, Brandon Siegel at brandon.siegel@intelometry.com  

Your request will be evaluated and prioritized at an upcoming EDEWG meeting or conference call. 

814 Change

	Response per LIN
	
	· EGS to EDC – The Response is Optional
· EDC to EGS - There must be one response LIN for each request LIN.  
· These responses may be created and sent at different times in different 814 transactions, but all LINs must be responded to within the time limits set by the Commission.


814 Drop

	Response per LIN
	
	EGS to EDC – The Response is Optional

EDC to EGS - There will be one 814 drop response for each 814 drop request.


814 Advance Notice

	Response per LIN
	
	There may be one 814 advance notice of intent to drop response for each 814 advance notice of intent to drop request


FYI, the PA notes already make the response optional (as do the NJ notes).

	
	
	Pennsylvania Notes

	Rules:
	
	ESP to LDC (Duquesne Light ONLY)

· Duquesne Light requires the EGS to provide advance notice of intent to terminate a contract when there is reasonable belief that a customer’s contract will be terminated. 

· PECO does not support the ESP initiated 814ND transaction.  

LDC to ESP

· Both Duquesne and PECO will send the 814ND to notify the ESP of the impending possibility of a customer termination for non-payment. The response 814ND from the ESP to both Duquesne Light and PECO is optional.
· The EDC to EGS 814ND does not supersede the 814 Drop.  In the event the EGS does not receive the normal 814 drop after receipt of the 814ND, the customer has not been terminated for non-payment.

· Transaction timelines

· Duquesne - The EDC to EGS 814ND will be sent 7 days prior to the normal 814 Drop which will only be sent if the account is actually terminated for non-payment.

· PECO - The EDC to EGS 814ND will be sent 30 days prior to the normal 814 Drop ONLY if the account is actually terminated for non-payment.  This does not imply the customer will be dropped 100% of the time as they still are given time to pay their past due balance before PECO finals the account.  (In the scenario that a customer is pending enrollment with a new EGS and pending drop with a current EGS, PECO will send an 814 AND transaction to both EGSs.)


814 Reinstatement

	Response per LIN
	
	There may be one 814 Reinstatement response for each 814 Reinstatement request.
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