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OPINION AND ORDER



BY THE COMMISSION:



	By Order adopted on June 18, 1998, the Commission approved, as modified and clarified, the Consensus Plan of the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group (EDEWG) submitted on April 17, 1998.  Through approval of that Consensus Plan, the Commission established specific protocols for use by electric distribution companies (EDCs) and electric generation suppliers (EGSs) in the transfer and exchange of electronic data relating to customer information.  As noted in that Order, the Commission has the obligation to provide “for a fair and orderly transition from the current regulated structure to a structure under which retail customers will have direct access to a competitive market for the generation and sale or purchase of electricity.”  66 Pa.C.S. §2802(13).  Also, in approving the Consensus Plan, the Commission recognized that the development of “specific standards enabling an effective electronic exchange of customer data between EDCs and EGSs is a critical component of ensuring fulfillment of these important duties.”  Order at 2.



	Due to certain unresolved issues or missing elements from the Consensus Plan, the Commission directed the EDEWG to submit a Revised Consensus Plan by July 24, 1998.  In addition to incorporating the modifications and clarifications set forth in the June 18, 1998 Order, the EDEWG was required to recommend an Internet transfer mechanism for the Commission’s review and approval.



	On July 24, 1998, EDEWG filed a document entitled “Electronic Data Exchange Standards - Revisions, Clarifications, and Additions” (Revised Plan).  As a result of several areas of disagreement with various resolutions set forth in the Revised Plan, comments were filed by PP&L, Inc. (PP&L), PECO Energy Company (PECO), Allegheny Energy Company (Allegheny), UGI Utilities, Inc. (UGI), and Duquesne Light Company (Duquesne) during the period from July 31, 1998 through August 5, 1998.	



	At the August 13, 1998 Public Meeting we approved the Revised Plan, directing the EDEWG to incorporate various revisions, clarifications and additions into it and to report by  September 15, 1998 that such changes had been made.  On September 10, 1998, the EDEWG filed the Revised Plan, including those changes which we ordered on August 13, 1998. On September 3, 1998, the EDEWG filed a letter petition setting forth policy questions that were outside of  the group’s area of responsibility, for which it sought direction from the Commission.  The EDEWG sought such guidance to enable it to develop the technical data standards which related to those issues.  The EDEWG specifically identified three issues which it believed to be critical for an October 1, 1998 enrollment implementation:

	

	1.  EGSs need to have all required agreements from the EDCs available for execution by September 10, 1998. If the documents are not available with sufficient time for both parties to execute, the market will not be open on October 1, 1998. The Commission must review the need for interim agreements in lieu of approved supplier tariffs where necessary.



	Those EDCs that will not have approved supplier tariffs by October 1, 1998 must secure agreements with trading partners such as the EGSs.  Sufficient lead time is necessary for both parties of such bilateral agreements to review the legal documents and execute them by October 1, 1998.  Because the EGSs know in which EDC service territory they wish to enroll customers, it is incumbent upon them to contact those EDCs in order to secure these agreements.  The EDCs are directed to respond immediately and to complete all necessary agreements with the currently licensed EGSs by October 1, 1998.  The Commission’s Secretarial Letter of September 14, 1998 addresses this issue and is the controlling document.  

	

	2.  How does the Commission intend to deal with noncompliance to the approved PA data standards and timelines?  This assumes any relevant issues have first been addressed by the EDEWG arbitration group.



	It is the intent of the Commission that the Revised Plan of  the EDEWG contains the standards for data exchange.  These standards are meant to be controlling for all data exchange issues, unless the Commission has expressly allowed for a specific exception in a Settlement Order, or where Pennsylvania statute or Commission Regulation explicitly provide a different standard.  Further, it is the desire of the Commission to move toward uniform data exchange standards in all instances.  Exceptions granted in the Settlement Orders should be considered to be temporary exceptions allowed to facilitate the initial implementation of electric competition.  All EDCs and EGSs are directed to continue to move toward uniform standards for all data exchanges through the deliberations of the EDEWG.  To this end, the EDEWG should develop and submit to the Commission a schedule which provides the timeline by which all data transactions will be standardized. Should the EDEWG members not be able to reach consensus on any aspect of conforming to standards or timelines, it should make a report to the Commission regarding such outstanding issues.  The report should identify the issues, as well as the supporting and opposing positions. 



	With respect to universal conformance with EDEWG standards, we direct the EDEWG to provide a report to the Commission by November 6, 1998, which includes a schedule for full conformance to EDEWG standards by EDCs and EGSs.  Any unresolved conformance issues or timelines must also be included.



	The Commission directs the EDEWG to immediately establish an arbitration subgroup which reflects the diverse interests of the main group.  All data standard, timeline and transfer noncompliance issues are to be submitted to the arbitration subgroup by all EGSs and EDCs.  The Commission will not entertain conflicts which have not first been submitted to the subgroup for resolution and which have been addressed by the subgroup. Should no resolution be reached by the subgroup, the EDEWG must forward the issue to the Commission within 15 days of having received the issue for resolution.  The transmittal of the issues for resolution should be made in a weekly EDEWG report to the Commission.  That report should be filed with the Secretary of the Commission, with a copy sent to the Bureau of Fixed Utility Services.  The Commission will then address the noncompliance issues in a timely fashion through the issuance of appropriate Orders and Secretarial Letters to the involved parties and EDEWG.  The Commission will fully address and resolve all compliance issues on an expedited basis.



	Related to the issue of resolving noncompliance matters is the immediate issue of testing the data formats and standards created by the EDEWG.  It is imperative that the parties begin testing such new standards and relevant systems, immediately.  Only then, may issues of interpretation of or noncompliance with the standards be addressed.  We direct the EDCs to immediately make testing formats available on their website and enter into testing with all EGSs, upon contact by them, and to complete the testing and make necessary adjustments by October 1, 1998 for purposes of commencing customer selection.



	3.  The Commission will need to resolve issues regarding Pilot Transition to Phase-in outlined in a letter to be submitted with the September 10, 1998 “Revised Plan”.  This resolution must be completed by September 17, 1998. 



	The letter submitted by EDEWG on September 10, 1998, with the Revised Plan, discussed the several Pilot to Phase-in issues.  These issues have been resolved by the Commission in our September 14, 1998 Secretarial Letter. 



	4.  When an EDC or EGS switches a customer bill from a one bill to a two bill for non-payment, is the customer notified and by whom?



	This matter was partially addressed in our Order entered September 8, 1998 at Docket Nos. R-00973953, P-00971265 and R-00984298, Application of PECO Energy Company for Approval of Restructuring Plan Under Section 2806 of the Public Utility Code (Order on Revised Compliance Filing).  At pages 36-37, we adopted revised language to PECO’s supplier tariff proposed by MAPSA and Conectiv as follows:



	Undisputed accounts that are 90 days or three billing cycles overdue,

	whichever is shorter, will be considered seriously delinquent and, at		 	the written request of either the EDC or EGS, will convert to

	separate EDC/EGS Billing for the next billing cycle commencing 

	sixteen (16) days after receipt of the written request.



We also adopted PECO’s suggestion that “written notice” be clarified to state that electronic notice may be used.  However, our Order was silent concerning customer notification and the entity required to provide the customer notice.



	We direct that the customer be provided notice by the current consolidated billing entity, that the billing arrangements the customer had selected will be revoked effective with the next bill rendering date.  The notice should indicate that this action is being taken because the customer has failed to make timely payments on billed charges.  The notice should also explain that when the consolidated bill arrangements are revoked, the customer will no longer receive one bill covering both EDC and EGS charges but, instead, will receive a separate bill from the EDC and EGS.



	We also direct that the notice to the customer be provided at the same time that the EDC or EGS requests the other entity to convert to separate EDC/EGS billing for the next billing cycle.



	5.  When there are multiple EGSs associated with a single customer, is the EDEWG responsible for establishing the data exchange methodology?



	We direct that the EDEWG be responsible for establishing the data exchange protocols for these transactions, subject to Commission review and approval.  The larger issue is the process to be followed by the EDCs in dealing with multiple EGSs which are serving a single customer.  It is our understanding that during EDEWG and Phase-In Committee (PIC) discussions on this matter, the EDCs have indicated that they do not wish to be the gatekeepers, charged with dealing with multiple EGSs.  This also raises EDC issues of  absorbing the costs of such multiple transactions or charging fees for carrying out multiple transactions.  The EDCs prefer that a customer designate a lead EGS with which the EDC would conduct business.  The EGSs prefer that the EDCs be the contact through which all multiple EGS activity transpires, because the EDC has the most and closest contact with the customer.



	It is our view that the billing entity should be the gatekeeper when multiple EGSs are serving a single customer.  If the EDC is performing consolidated billing, the EDC will be responsible for including multiple EGSs’ charges on the customer’s bill.  If an EGS is performing consolidated billing, then the EGS will be responsible for including the EDC’s charges as well as the charges of other EGSs serving the account on the consolidated bill.  In those circumstances where a third party, that is not the EDC or the EGS providing generation supply, is performing the billing (third party billing), then this entity shall be responsible for receiving and properly reflecting the EDC’s and the multiple EGSs’ charges on the customer’s bill.



	If there are incremental costs pertaining to these transactions that are not addressed in the EDCs’ supplier tariffs or by prior Commission orders or secretarial letters, we direct the parties to attempt to reach consensus on the allocation of such costs through the PIC or, if consensus cannot be reached, to refer the matter to the Commission for resolution.



	6.  Are all EDCs and EGSs participating in Customer Choice required to test the Gas Industry Standards Board (GISB) Electronic Delivery Mechanism (EDM) Communication Transfer Protocol?



	We shall clarify the statements we made in the August 13, 1998 Order at pages 39 to 43. All EDCs and EGSs are required to test GISB, which is a proven technology.  Only if GISB proves to be unusable, as determined by a consensus of the EDEWG, should an alternative be explored and recommend by EDEWG to the Commission for approval.



	In the August 13, 1998 Order, we approved the use of a Value Added Network (VAN) as a default solution. We do not believe VANs are the best or most economic solution for moving large quantities of data. The VAN is approved for use only until March 1, 1999, and only if the GISB EDM is determined to be unusable as discussed in the previous paragraph.  In this instance, should the EGS and EDC agree to use the VAN, they will share the cost equally. Should only one party wish to use the VAN instead of GISB, then that party will pay all VAN costs. 



	GISB EDM testing, as well as all EDI transaction standards testing, should commence for all parties, immediately, upon entry of this Order. GISB testing is to conclude no later than March 1, 1999.



	7.  Does the metering agent need to provide all available metered data, regardless of the data format? If data is not available in the billing system, can the metering agent charge for it?



	Each utility’s metering system is unique.  Each metering system is also separate from the customer billing system. Raw data is found in billing systems in various coded channels.  This data may include KW for a given period, which is not necessarily hourly.  The raw data is extracted into a file by account number. Various meter data is thereby rolled into hourly demands for a given account.  This summarized account information is the data which is readily available.  If an EGS were to want all of the raw metering system data for all EDC customers, this would entail a great deal of development work by the EDCs. 



	We have determined that there is a minimum amount of metering and billing information that can be obtained by EGSs which is necessary to their participation in Phase-in.  This is summary information which is readily available from the current EDC systems and should not have a significant effect upon the costs of the EDCs.



	We shall require that the metering agent provide minimum metering and billing data. The metering agent must provide:



		a. Actual Hourly KW Demand by Account. (For a customer account 			with multiple meters the data will be combined.)

		b. Hourly interval demand data will be date stamped.

		c. Intervals will be estimated where data gaps exist and will be so 			marked.



	The billing agent must provide: 

		a. Derived Billing Demand (kWh) by Account.

 

	Should an EGS request additional information, such as raw meter data, which increases the cost to the EDC supplying such information, the EGS should bear the incremental cost of providing the information.  The charges for the data will be governed by the processes and agreements set forth in the supplier tariff of the EDC. 

		

	8.  EDEWG Recommends Additional 814 Changes



	An additional data exchange issue is that of needed modifications to the 814 Enrollment Requests.  The EDEWG and PIC members have indicated that the 814 must be enhanced to increase the size of the field for Capacity Obligation to accommodate decimals.  Similarly, these members indicate that the 814 must contain a new field for Transmission Service Obligation.  We agree with the assessment of the EDEWG and PIC and instruct the EGSs and EDCs to modify the 814 to address these concerns.  These modifications should not significantly affect the release of the phase-in customer eligibility lists and the beginning of the enrollment process on October 1, 1998. 



	The EDEWG is directed to work with the EDCs and EGSs to resolve these issues and make the necessary modifications to the EDI 814 Enrollment Request forms by October 16, 1998.  The EDEWG should report its action to the Commission in its report of November 6, 1998. 



MAPSA Petition for Clarification and Reconsideration



	On August 28, 1998,  the Mid-Atlantic Power Supply Association  (MAPSA) filed a Petition for Clarification and/or Reconsideration of the August 13, 1998 Order, asking that the Commission consider two threshold issues which form the basis for much of its specific concerns:



	1. The Order accepts the concept of differing processes across service 	territories, thus seriously diminishing the concept of a “standard” driven 	approach, and,



	2. The Order alters the processes that were developed in a “consensus” 	environment in an arbitrary fashion and in so doing, threatens the future 	effectiveness of that process.



	

MAPSA Issues 



1.  Requirement for Beginning and Ending Meter Reading



	MAPSA is correct in stating that the Commission’s Order upholds those portions of the Revised Plan which require beginning and ending meter readings, kilowatt-hour consumption and demand information (if appropriate), and not just consumption data.  We stated in the Order that:



	“Since the provision of meter reading data has been contemplated since April 1998 and the usefulness of it has not been previously questioned, we will not direct the EDEWG to modify the Revised Plan as PECO suggests. Nevertheless, if PECO is able to arrange with EGSs in its service territory to provide consumption data, rather than beginning and ending meter readings, we have no objection to those arrangements, to the extent they are consistent with their supplier tariff.”



 	In essence, this statement directs PECO to supply all of the data required by the EDEWG standard unless it can establish a mutually agreeable “arrangement” with a given EGS to supply consumption data, only.  If an individual EGS wishes to receive the data contained in the EDEWG standard, PECO would be required to supply it.  We find nothing in the PECO supplier tariff which expressly prohibits an EGS from requiring such data or PECO from providing it.



 	To clarify the language in the Order, we shall adopt the MAPSA recommendation to replace the words “arrange with EGSs” with the words “reach agreement with an individual EGS”.



2.  814 Transactions-PP&L’s Change to CL 2000  



	MAPSA states that PP&L’s change over to CL 2000 poses a number of challenges for other participants in the Pennsylvania market.  MAPSA believes that this switch is not adequately spelled out and has never been addressed through the EDEWG, so there is no way of knowing precisely what processes are necessary.



	As discussed on pages 17-18 of our August 13, 1998, Order, PP&L anticipates assigning each customer a new EDC Account Number at the time it converts to the CL 2000 system.  In its comments, PP&L proposed to provide a cross-reference list to each supplier and include both old and new account numbers on the updated Master Eligible Customer List rather than sending 1.2 million EDI 814 transactions.



	MAPSA is concerned that circumstances could arise which could cause customer enrollment and selection requests to be rejected because neither the EGS nor the customer would be aware of the new account number.  MAPSA proposes that the PP&L processes and timing for changing over customer account information be referred to the EDEWG for review and approval.



	Clearly, the technical aspects of PP&L’s processes and timing for CL 2000 change over must be understood by all EGSs that will provide competitive energy services in PP&L’s service territory.  We direct the EDEWG to examine and identify the technical issues and transactions required to effectively process and exchange PP&L’s data.  We direct PP&L to cooperate in this endeavor.  If there are issues that cannot be resolved on a consensus basis, they should be forwarded to the Commission for resolution.  We reject the part of MAPSA’s proposal which would give the EDEWG the authority to approve PP&L’s processes and the timing of any changes.



3.  EDC Consolidated Billing



	MAPSA states that by accepting and discussing PECO’s statement that it will read the meter when it issues a consolidated bill, the Commission appears to have inadvertently omitted the possibility of a meter reading entity other than the EDC.  It was not the intent of the Commission to dictate that only EDCs will read meters. The recommended modification by MAPSA is accepted.  The wording is changed to read:



		“a. The Metering entity shall read the meter”.



4.  Historical Usage Data



	MAPSA states that the Commission has not made clear its stance on the transmission of historical usage data.  It is our understanding that PECO will transmit the voluminous Historic Interval Usage Data using the process which it currently has in place. A VAN is not required to be used. Further, it is the position of EDEWG that PECO must use an 867 to transfer Historical Monthly (summarized) data, as required by the EDEWG standards and that PECO has agreed to this process.



	From the information in the MAPSA Petition, it is our understanding that a WEB deployment method of disseminating such data may not be the most cost effective or operationally efficient for the EGSs or the EDCs.  The EGSs’ concerns over the lack of uniformity are duly noted.  We direct the EDEWG to try to reach a consensus on this matter and, if a consensus cannot be reached, to provide the Commission with a comprehensive report on all Historical Usage Data Transfer issues by September 25, 1998.  The report should address:



	a. the various types of data (i.e. Interval Usage vs. Monthly Summarized);

	b. the various methods of transmitting the data which are available, 	including, but not limited to the VAN, WEB Site Deployment, and Internet 	“Push” technologies;

	c. specific timelines for providing each type of information;

	d. the positions of the parties with respect to each type of data;

	e. the EDEWG recommended solutions; and,

	f. the dissenting positions, if any, by party.



5.  Changes to the Master List of Customers



	In our August 13, 1998 Order we revised the EDEWG standard for providing both an updated Master List and a Change List on a weekly basis.  We allowed for the transmission of either an updated Master List each week, or  an original Master List and weekly Change files. MAPSA has indicated that if we are to change the EDEWG standard, the individual EDCs should not be given a choice, as to methodology, since this would require all of the EGSs to deal with multiple EDC systems.  MAPSA recommends that we direct PECO to provide an original Master List, then weekly “changes only” files via a VAN or an Internet “Push” rather than a posting. 



	We concur and direct PECO to employ one of these technologies. 



6.  Recission Scenarios



	MAPSA states that the Commission recommended that EDEWG incorporate PECO’s approach to returning a customer to the previous supplier when there is a recission by the customer, as opposed to the approach recommended by the EDEWG.  MAPSA claims that PECO does not wish to be responsible for determining if an EGS transaction is an alleged slam before returning a customer to its previous or default supplier.  



	The recission scenarios addressed in the August 13, 1998 and our direction applies to all EDCs. The regulations in this regard are clear.  A customer may rescind a supplier selection within a ten day waiting period. Regardless of whether there is a pending EGS prior to the new EGS, the regulations require the EDC to honor the recission.  Nothing in the regulations or prior Orders requires a slam determination by the EDC.  PECO’s proposal for returning the customer to the previous supplier in the request que, the current supplier, or the Provider of Last Resort should be made a part of the EDEWG Revised Plan and applies to all EDCs.



	In regard to MAPSA’s request that the Commission provide EDEWG with comprehensive switching rules and policies in order to enable EDEWG to develop uniform and standard data exchange processes governing rescission, we believe that we have already done this in the form of the Rulemaking Order Establishing Standards for Changing a Customer’s Supplier at Docket No. L-00970121 and also through our approval of specific procedures in each EDC Compliance Filing.  We would note that at 57.173(2) and 57.174 of the Rulemaking, EDCs are required to include a specific start date in the 10-day letter to the customer.



7.  Customer Relocation



	MAPSA contends that PECO should not have been allowed to use its existing methodologies for customer relocation, but rather employ the interim solution developed in EDEWG.  We understand that PECO is participating in EDEWG’s process to develop a final standard for the customers to seamlessly retain their EGS during a relocation within a service territory.  We shall allow PECO to continue to use its methods until such time as the EDEWG, of which PECO is a member, develops an acceptable final solution.  The EDEWG is directed to fully report to the Commission through its Secretary, regarding the resolution of this issue by November 6, 1998.  A copy of the report should be forwarded to the Bureau of Fixed Utility Services.  The Commission will then act to set the standard for all relocation transactions.



8.  Metering Information



	We directed EDEWG to modify the Revised Plan allowing PECO to supply meter information in accordance with PECO’s Settlement Agreement and related Competitive Meter Specifications.  MAPSA contends that the EDEWG standards are generic and EDC-specific tariffs and/or settlements would provide the applicable business rules, while the EDEWG standards would provide the details for exchanging the data to support those rules. 



	PECO is required to provide the data as set forth in its settlement. In doing so, it shall employ the technical EDEWG data standards which are applicable.  The Revised Plan must retain the PECO specific language. 



	If it becomes apparent to the EDEWG or member EGSs and EDCs, that processes and business rules established by the Commission for EDCs through our Orders are having a specific and observable negative impact upon the opening and operation of the market for electric generation services, it is essential that a complete reporting be made to the Commission through the Secretary.    

 

9.  Energy Scheduling and Reconciliation



	In our August 13, 1998 Order, we allowed PECO to use its currently established non-EDI energy scheduling and reconciliation methods and encouraged other EDCs to adopt them.  It is apparent from the MAPSA petition that the EDEWG intends to actively pursue this issue of a uniform scheduling process which includes automation.  It is still appropriate for PECO to continue to use its proven approach until a better, automated one is developed.  We direct the EDEWG, including PECO representatives, to develop an EDI process which will be a standard for all EDCs, and to report in detail on the resolution to this issue.  The Report shall be sent to the Secretary, with a copy to the Bureau of Fixed Utility Services, by November 6, 1998. 

 

10. Customer Disputes



	MAPSA points out that our Order did not set forth the amount of detail or the timing of the submission of the business processes regarding customer disputes, such that the EDEWG may develop the supporting transactions.  We agree.  The Order is modified to include the following:



	“Therefore, the EDCs should supply detailed specifics of the business 	processes developed by them to handle customer disputes to the EDEWG 		by October 16, 1998, and we direct the EDEWG to design the transactions 	necessary to implement those processes.” 



	The EDI transactions should be made a part of a future revision to the revised plan.  



11.  Other MAPSA Issues



	In regard to the remainder of the issues raised by MAPSA, we believe that these issues have already been addressed in this Order or are matters that would be addressed through the EDEWG procedure that we have described under the “4.  Historical Usage Data” section of this Order.  We encourage MAPSA to participate in the EDEWG and PIC process to seek consensus on these issues.



THEREFORE,



IT IS ORDERED:



	1.  That Mid Atlantic Power Supply Association’s Petition for Clarification and/or Reconsideration is granted in part and denied in part consistent with the provisions of this Order.



	2.  That the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group is directed to develop and submit to the Commission by November 6, 1998, a report which includes a schedule for full conformance to its data transfer standards and timelines by EDCs and EGSs.  All unresolved conformance issues or timelines should be identified in the report.  The report shall be filed with the Secretary of the Commission with a copy sent to the Commission’s Bureau of Fixed Utility Services.



	3.  That the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group is directed to establish an arbitration subgroup which reflects the diverse interests of its members.  All data standard, timeline and transfer noncompliance issues are to be submitted to the arbitration subgroup by all EDCs and EGSs.  Unresolved issues must be forwarded to the Commission within 15 days of the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group having received the issue for arbitration.



	4.  That all EDCs are directed to immediately post EDI testing formats on their websites and enter into testing with all EGSs when contacted by them, and to complete testing and make necessary adjustments by October 1, 1998, for purposes of commencing customer selection.



	5.  That such testing shall also include GISB EDM Communications Transfer Protocol testing, as described in the body of this Order, which shall be concluded no later than March 1, 1999.



	6.  That the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group is directed to try to reach a consensus on the transmission of historical usage data and, if consensus cannot be reached, to provide the Commission with a comprehensive report on all unresolved historical usage data issues by September 25, 1998.



	7.  That the August 13, 1998 Order is modified to direct the EDCs to supply the EDEWG by October 16, 1998, with detailed specifics of the business processes developed by them for handling customer disputes, and we direct the EDEWG to design the transactions necessary to implement those processes.  We further direct the EDEWG to make the EDI transactions part of a future revision to the revised plan. 





						BY THE COMMISSION,





						James J. McNulty

						Secretary



(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  September 17, l998

ORDER ENTERED:
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