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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:


In November, 1997, this Commission established the Electronic Data Exchange Working Group (“EDEWG”) to develop a standard set of data transaction guidelines for the implementation of  electric competition on January 1, 1999.  Since that time, EDEWG has developed a series of reports which establish specific protocols for use by the EDCs and the EGSs in the transfer and exchange of electronic data relating to customer information.  At the Public Meetings of June 18, 1998 and August 13, 1998, the Commission addressed the reports submitted by EDEWG.  As a result, the  EDEWG submitted  a Revised Consensus Plan (Version 2.1).  However, on August 28, 1998, the Mid-Atlantic Power Supply Association (MAPSA) filed a Petition for Clarification and/or Reconsideration of the August 13 Order.  On September 3, 1998, the EDEWG filed a letter petition setting forth policy questions on which it required guidance.


At the Public Meeting held on September 17, 1998, the Commission addressed both petitions.  On October 2, 1998, PECO Energy Company (PECO) filed a Petition for Reconsideration and Clarification and MAPSA filed a Petition for Further Reconsideration of our September 17, 1998 Order.  On October 5, 1998, GPU Energy filed a Petition for Clarification and Reconsideration to that same Order.  While each of the Petitioners raise technical issues which require response, several general policy issues are also raised which warrant our consideration and clarification.  We will address the  policy issues first.

A.  Policy Issues


There are several major policy issues raised in the most recent petitions involving EDEWG protocols.  MAPSA raises a concern with respect to the Commission’s commitment to require the adherence to deadlines and conformance to established standards by both the EDCs and the EGSs.  GPU raises an issue with respect to the need to focus EDEWG onto the most critical transactions that must be finalized in order to implement competition by January 1, 1999.  PECO’s issues involve technical issues which will be addressed later. 

1. Adherence to Deadlines and Conformance to Standards.


MAPSA is concerned that our September 17, 1998 Order directing the EDEWG to report on a schedule for full conformance to standards could be construed to state that failure to conform is permissible so long as the market participant outlines the deviations and estimated compliance timelines by November 6, 1998.  MAPSA requests that the Commission clarify that the only entities which are permitted to deviate from the EDEWG standards are those specifically mentioned by the Commission’s September 17, 1998 Order, and for those transactions specifically detailed in that Order.


In our September 17, 1998 Order we clearly state our intention to move toward uniform data exchange standards in all instances, and that exceptions granted in the Settlement Orders should be considered to be temporary exceptions allowed to facilitate the initial implementation of electric competition.  Order at 4.  Our resolve with respect to this commitment remains unchanged.  This Commission recognizes that the data exchange communication structures that are being developed by EDEWG are intended to be long term resolutions to rather complex information exchange needs.  


However, we also have recognized that the development of the formats and protocols for effective electronic communications is not an easy task with regard to implementation.  As the participants move from the development of the various Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) forms into implementation, there have been some computer system difficulties attendant to the extraction of the necessary information from the legacy systems which have precluded a rigid adherence to the initial deadlines recommended by EDEWG.   Some allowances have been made in order to allow the EDCs to effectively work through these system difficulties.  Our October 2, 1998 Secretarial Letter re: Enrollment and Supplier Selection Procedures for Direct Access (at Docket No. M-00960890,F.0014), changed the October 1, 1998 date to October 15, 1998 on which supplier registrations (EDI enrollment transactions) may occur.  In addition, the date by which EGSs were able to transfer customer selections to EDCs was also extended to November 15, 1998 in order to insure that EGSs were not negatively affected by the delay.


It should be noted that, in the October 2, 1998 Secretarial Letter, we also specify that only for Metropolitan Edison Company (Met-Ed) and Pennsylvania Electric Company (Penelec), would supplier registrations (transactions) commence on October 26, 1998.


While this Commission has demonstrated some flexibility in dealing with the timelines originally recommended by EDEWG, there are certain deadlines which cannot be compromised.  The November 20, 1998 deadline established for the transmittal of customer selections to the EDCs has not been altered except for GPU who will accept transactions from October 26, 1998 until December 1, 1998 in accordance with our Secretarial Letter issued on September 23, 1998.  For all others, November 20, 1998   represents the date by which EDCs must have such lists in order to accommodate billing, etc. and any delay would jeopardize the customers’ ability to participate in electric choice in January, 1999.  The 814 transaction is critical to the success of this effort.  The October 15, 1998 deadline for commencement of registration has not been changed and will represent the start point by which any actions for non-compliance will be measured for EDCs.  


With respect to EGSs, the final date to transmit customer selections to the EDCs has been set for November 20, 1998.  In order to meet this deadline, it is incumbent upon the EGSs to contact the EDCs in whose territory they will be offering service for the purpose of  testing the 814 transactions.  EGSs who are soliciting customers for electric choice and, due to their own failure to be EDI compliant, are unable to convey the requisite 814 information to the EDC on a timely basis will also be subject to Commission action based upon the deadlines established by the October 2, 1998 Secretarial letter.  An EGS which delays testing until the last moment runs the risk of non-compliance.  The testing process is essential to the 814 transaction and EDCs will not be required to handle an unreasonable number of last minute requests.


 We have stated on a number of occasions, in rather firm language, that the problems faced in the pilot with respect to the “lost customers” will not be tolerated in the Phase In.  The information regarding the EDI 814 transactions has been provided to all of the EDCs and EGSs.   


With regard to the testing of the 814 transaction and production, effective communication between the EDCs and the EGSs throughout this process is essential in order to preclude any misunderstandings or delays.  Effective communication includes timely responses or notification of any delays or potential delays in responses accompanied by a specific explanation of the problem(s) encountered.  The requirement for effective communications is applicable to all participants.


We would note that there has been some difficulty with the three day response requirement throughout the 814 testing period and that the November 1, 1998 planned change from the three days to a one day response requirement may not be feasible for either the EDCs or the EGSs.  This may become more of a problem as the participants move into the more complex areas of billing and metering.  At this point, we are willing to provide some level of relief to the participants on an interim basis.  The three day response time for all transactions, with the exception of the 997 Functional Acknowledgment and the 820 Payment transactions, will be allowed to continue for the next thirty (30) days.  If there are no objections to the continuation of the three day response requirement within twenty (20) days of issuance of this Order, it will be automatically extended until January 1, 1999.  If objections are raised, we will revisit this issue prior to the end of the thirty (30) days.


With regard to the November 6, 1998 report of scheduled conformance to standards which the Commission  directed the EDEWG to provide, we are interested in the dates upon which implementation commences for each EDI transaction as set forth in the Revised Plan.  EDI implementation dates must be defined respecting the following timing requirements:

· Final form readiness of EDI transactions

· In-house, organizational testing of final form transactions

· Supplier tariff/trading partner agreement provisions for sending/receiving rate schedules, billing option specifications, etc. prior to testing

· Timetables for successful EGS/EDC transaction testing

· Anticipated changes in standards as a result of testing

· October 15, 1998 supplier registration commencement date (October 26, 1998 for Met-Ed and Penelec)

· Operational provisions of restructuring agreements concerning EDI transactions


Considering the above requirements, and possibly others that may be deemed important by the EDEWG, the compliance schedule could reasonably include interim transactions with associated implementation dates, along with the anticipated final form standards.  We maintain our directive that EDEWG should submit an implementation report after careful consideration of the above list.  However, in recognition of the importance of moving forward on the 814 transactions and the development of the billing and metering transactions which are currently under development by EDEWG, we will postpone the November 6, 1998 due date to December 11, 1998.

2.  Critical Transactions.

GPU Energy has raised an important issue in its concern over the need to focus the EDEWG on the critical transactions which must be finalized in order to implement competition by January 1, 1999.  We agree with GPU Energy’s assessment of the situation.  Implementation is less than two months away and a number of significant transactions have not yet been fully developed or implemented by EDEWG.  While EDEWG has worked long hours and has produced an outstanding product, the fact remains that the process has proven to be more tedious and contentious than originally contemplated.  In addition, the implementation process has experienced unanticipated problems with respect to the ability of the EDCs to extract the essential information from their existing legacy systems for translation into the EDI format.  


GPU Energy has identified a number of transactions which it believes are critical to the implementation of electric competition by January 1, 1999.  These transactions include 810 Billing, 867 Monthly Usage, 568 Collections, 820 Payment and Remittance, 650 Meter Information and 867 Interval Usage.  As GPU Energy correctly points out, these transactions are currently in the development stage and will require a substantial amount of work to move them forward to implementation.  GPU Energy states:

Indeed, as a result of this Commission’s September 17, 1998 Opinion and Order, GPU Energy is concerned that the Order is drawing not only EDEWG focus, but EGS and EDC focus as well, away from the critical transactions that must be finalized in order to implement competition.  Transactions related to billing, monthly usage, collections, payment and remittance, meter information and interval usage are those which will impact all customers throughout the Commonwealth, and are critical to the implementation of competition.  Many of the issues raised in the Opinion and Order, such as processes for customer relocation, capacity and energy scheduling and balancing and customer disputes, are issues that certainly must, in the short time remaining before January 1, 1999, take a back seat to the more critical work that must be done. . . .


We agree with GPU Energy.  The Commission’s Opinion and Order of September 17, 1998 was issued in response to various Petitions for Reconsideration and was intended to provide guidance to the participants at such time as it became necessary to deal with the specific transactions involved.  However, it should not be used as a vehicle to sidetrack the EDEWG’s efforts to address the most critical and time sensitive transactions required to insure electric competition by January 1, 1999.


We believe that the transactions identified by GPU Energy are the most critical transactions for EDEWG to address in the time remaining. While the actual exchange of most of this information will not take place until February 1, 1999, based upon the experiences with development of the protocols, testing and production of the 814 transactions, EDEWG will have to act expeditiously in its work over the next several weeks in order to finalize, test and implement these transactions.   It is imperative that the participants identify only the most essential information for inclusion in these forms.  As the forms are developed, it must be remembered that the EDCs will have to continue to work with legacy systems which will require manipulation and translation in order to effectively extract the essential information.  The inclusion of unnecessary or redundant fields will only prolong this process or make it more vulnerable to error.  


The establishment of a “bare bones” transaction at this point will not serve to impede the ability of the participants to proceed with development of a more thorough and ideal form at a later date.  This Commission remains committed to the development of a comprehensive work product.  All of the participants should understand that the Commission has not faltered in its commitment to the EDEWG process and that we will continue to work closely with the group to insure the adequate exchange of information through the EDI.  As part of our commitment to this process, we have directed the Office of Executive Director to become directly involved in the process and to facilitate the resolution of problems which may arise during the next several months.  In addition, we have retained a consultant who will assist with the resolution of technical issues, monitor the compliance with the established standards and make any recommendations to the Commission necessary to insure implementation on a timely basis.

B.  Technical Issues

1. Meter Reading Entity and Supplying of Raw Meter Data.


MAPSA states that on pages 9-10 of the September 17, 1998 Order, the Commission addresses the difficulty that EDCs are finding in supplying raw meter data to EGSs.  MAPSA further contends that the Commission implies at page 14 of that Order, that only EDCs are capable of reading the meter.  MAPSA asks the Commission to clarify that EGSs, in specific circumstances, are also permitted to read customer meters.


While we acknowledge that both EDCs and EGSs, as determined by various settlement agreements, are permitted to read customer meters, we also recognize that both could experience difficulty with supplying raw meter data.  It is this recognition that led us to require that the metering agent provide minimum metering and bill data as outlined in our September 17, 1998 Order, (at p. 10) in accordance with revisions and modifications for clarity as provided for in this order (see PECO Energy Issue No. 1 Minimum Metering and Billing Data).

2. Determination of Actual Start Date for New Service When A Customer Switches Suppliers.


Relating various interpretations to Commission orders which link an “effective” date for customer service to begin under a new supplier agreement (e.g. customer switch of suppliers) to a period of time prior to the next meter reading, MAPSA requests that the Commission clarify the precise starting point upon which the clock begins to tick.  MAPSA maintains that allowing the EGS to calculate the specific date provides a more complete and timely flow of information to the customer regarding the choice of an electric generation supplier.


We agree that an efficient and timely method for determining the start date of a customer’s service agreement with a new supplier is needed to specify the precise action which triggers the clock.  We have considered the time requirements at various dockets relating to written and electronic communications for customers, EGSs, and EDCs.  Specifically, we have examined these time requirements with respect to the determination of the customer’s energy start date with the EGS, which is to commence with the next regularly scheduled meter read date, no sooner than 15 days following the receipt of an EDI Enrollment Request for the EGS (at Docket No.  M-00960890,F.0014).


We determine that the precise action which triggers the clock for determining the start date of a customer’s service agreement with a new supplier is that date upon which an EGS receives an EDI 997 Functional Acknowledgment to an EDI 814 Enrollment or EDI 814 Reinstatement.  As defined in the Revised Plan, this functional acknowledgment provides for verification of receipt of data and reports the extent to which the syntax complies with the standards.  This, in addition to the archiving of all EDI transmissions, provides the audit trail necessary to verify receipt of all EDI transmissions by the EGS and EDCs.  (September 10, 1998 Revised Plan Version 2.1 at p. 14)

PECO Energy Issues

1. Minimum Metering and Billing Data.


PECO requests that the Commission clarify that the metering party must submit the minimum metering data which PECO needs to do its billing.  PECO states that it requires, pursuant to its tariff, 1/2 hour interval data. In our September 17, 1998 Order we require that the metering agent provide minimum metering and billing data, which includes hourly interval demand data. (at p.2)


We agree that it would be helpful to clarify our minimum metering billing data requirements.  Our reference to minimum metering reporting requirements refers to the number of requirements themselves, i.e. “a” through “c.”  The reference to the “b” requirement relating to Hourly Interval Demand Data simply refers to a maximum time period for the recording of interval data that is associated with the metering equipment in use today.  In other words, we do not expect the metering entity to transmit data that exceeds the general capability of the metering equipment installed at the customer’s site.  If that metering equipment transmits 15-minute interval data, then we expect the metering entity to provide the 15-minute interval data (date stamped).  If the metering equipment transmits 30-minute interval data, then we expect the metering entity to provide that 30-minute interval data (date stamped).  We do not anticipate the installation or use of any interval meter which would not be directly related to the method used for billing the customer, i.e. the tariff rate for which the customer is charged for service.  Additionally, if a customer does not have an interval meter and interval usage data is unavailable (e.g., the customer is billed on a monthly basis), we do not expect hourly interval demand data to be transmitted for that customer.  No one should be forced to modify the data coming out of its meters to suit the needs of the entity receiving it unless the latter pays for it.

2. Historical Monthly Usage.


PECO comments that the September 17, 1998 Order incorrectly states that PECO agrees to the EDEWG process of providing summarized, historical monthly data via the 867 historical usage transaction.  PECO continues its objection to the use of this standard.

Discussion



PECO previously objected to the use of the 867 historical usage standard on the grounds that it is extremely costly to transmit voluminous data via use of a Value Added Network (VAN), which is a method of transmitting electronic files.  (Comments filed August 4, 1998 to July 24, 1998 Revised Report Version 2 filed by EDEWG).   PECO is concerned that the cost of sending thousands of 867 HU transactions over the VAN is high; suppliers are concerned that having to make thousands of “hits” on a website is not a cost-efficient operation for them.  In our August 13, 1998 Order, we directed EDEWG to immediately commence testing of the Gas Industry Standards Board (GISB) Electronic Transfer Mechanism (ETM) as a cost-efficient method for transmitting EDI transaction forms and to submit a report of its findings to the Commission no later than March 1, 1999.  In that Order, we also set forth provisions for the EGS and the EDC to share the costs of doing business over a VAN, at least until one of the partners is compliant with the use of the adopted Internet protocol.  In our September 17, 1998 Order we directed EDEWG to attempt to reach consensus on the transmission of historical use data and if no consensus could be reached, to provide us with a comprehensive report on all Historical Usage Data transfer issues by September 25, 1998.  As no consensus was reached on this issue, EDEWG filed its report on September 25, 1998.


In its report, EDEWG references both the 814 and 867 EDI standards as described on pages 34-36, of the September 10, 1998 Revised Plan Version 2.1, as those used for requesting, responding and transmitting historical monthly usage
 for a customer prior to sign-up
 and subsequent to customer sign-up, regardless of the way the customer is metered.  EDEWG states that there are no EDI standards anticipated for communicating historical interval usage information.  The 814 is a transaction that is used for requesting not only historical monthly usage, but also meter information.  The use of this transaction has not been at issue.  At issue is the use of the 867 Historical Usage (HU) standard that is transmitted by the EDC if the 814 request that is submitted by the EGS is accepted and historical data is available for this customer.


For determining a resolution to this issue, it is useful to understand existing electronic data exchange processes for communicating customer historical data and to review some of the existing rules and procedures governing the phase-in to direct access.  In the Revised Report, three scenarios for the use of an 867 HU transaction are described: (1) EGS Requests Historical Usage for an Eligible Customer Prior to Enrollment (Supplier Selection); (2) EGS Requests Historical Usage on an 814 Enrollment Request (Supplier Selection); and (3) EGS Requests Historical Usage After Enrollment (Supplier Selected).  In the first scenario, the 867 HU would be sent by the EDC to the EGS if the customer chose to release usage to third parties and data is available for this customer.  In the second scenario, the 867 HU would be sent by the EDC to the EGS if the enrollment is accepted and historical data is available for this customer.  In the last scenario, the 867 HU would be sent by the EDC to the EGS if the request is accepted and historical data is available.


During the phase-in, EDCs are providing summary, 12-month data for historical usage (load profile), based on customer rate class, on their eligibility lists posted onto websites.  Consequently, we are unclear about PECO’s objection to using an 867 transaction for transmitting summary, historical use data because use of the transaction for this purpose is not a requirement.
  We presume that PECO would prefer to add 12 separate months of data on its eligibility list for customers who released this information, thereby eliminating the need to send an 867 HU transaction for the first scenario.  The use of the website for providing eligibility lists will disappear beyond the phase-in.


At 52 Pa. Code (54.6(g), we require that whomever reads the meter for billing purposes is required to provide residential and small business customers with historic billing data (monthly data for energy and demand, along with associated costs).  Beyond the phase-in, the entity that reads the meter for billing purposes will be the party that responds to a customer’s request for historical usage.  This entity could be an EDC, an EGS, or a third party.  On page 10 of our September 17, 1998 Order, we specify the energy and demand data that must be communicated to the EDC by the metering and billing agent (who would not necessarily be the same entity).  That Order states that the charges for processing additional data is governed by the supplier tariff of the EDC.

Resolution


Considering the above discussion, we find that the use of a VAN is an interim solution that we expect to discontinue within the next six months and that the use of the eligibility list is a transitional practice that will no longer exist at the end of the phase-in period.  We find that the EGS and the EDC share the cost of using the VAN in the interim period.  We find that there are various scenarios in which an 867 HU transaction would be used beyond the phase-in period.  We find that an EDC would not necessarily be the entity required to submit historical usage data in its service area beyond the phase-in, or if it were, the EDC could charge suppliers for this transaction in accordance with its supplier tariff.


In view of these findings, we determine that the use of the 867 HU standard transaction, as defined by the EDEWG and adopted by us in our August 13, 1998 Order, is essential beyond phase-in.  Yet, we do not believe that the posting of 867 HU transactions onto a secure website will be so onerous as to delay the implementation of customer choice on January 1, 1999.  Therefore, we will allow PECO to post the data in the 867 HU transaction onto a secure website.  It is imperative that the information be posted in a manner that is readily accessible by the respective EGS and that the retrieval of the information will not be burdensome to the EGS.  But, we will only allow the posting of this transaction on an interim basis.  To ensure that the 867 HU transaction will be tested and implemented within a reasonable period of time, we direct PECO to report to us within 20 days of the entered date of this order, the date upon which this transaction will be in production.  Finally, we direct EDEWG to revise the three scenarios on pages 34-36 of the Revised Plan, to accurately indicate that the entity using an 867 HU standard would be that which reads the meter for billing purposes.

3. Internet “Push” Technology.


PECO requests that the Commission reconsider its requirement that EGSs be provided an original master eligible customer list and weekly “changes only” files via a VAN or Internet “push.”  PECO maintains that this requirement imposes a significant, unnecessary and technical burden on it, as it believes the Commission has not required this process for any other entity.  PECO would prefer posting this information on its website as other EDCs do.


We emphasize that the use of standard protocols is the most efficient method for communicating customer information between EDCs and EGSs.  However, in our August 13, 1998 Order, we considered PECO’s objection to the use of the standard protocol relating to the Master Eligibility List and “change only” weekly files and allowed for the transmission of either an updated Master List each week, or an original Master List and weekly Change files.  On August 31, 1998 we received a Petition for Clarification and/or Reconsideration from MAPSA, which stated 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 recommended 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.  In our September 17, 1998 Order, we directed PECO to employ one of these technologies.  


Considering that PECO objects to the use of a protocol that differs from the one used by other EDCs for the weekly Change files, we presume that PECO has determined to employ the technology that points to the posting of an original Master List and weekly Change files.  We appreciate PECO’s decision to provide the eligible list data in a manner similar with other EDCs.  Therefore, we direct all EDCs, including PECO, to post onto websites their updated master customer eligibility lists and weekly Change files.  We direct EDEWG to revise that Report to remove the note about PECO’s separate protocol for this transaction.

GPU Issues

1. Hourly Interval Data.


GPU has concerns about possible interpretations of our minimum metering and billing data requirements.  Specifically, GPU is concerned (1) that the company is required to produce actual hourly kW demand data by Account at no cost, even when interval data does not exist and is not applicable to some of its rate schedules, and (2) that GPU could incur charges by an EGS where an EGS is the metering entity, especially when many of GPU Energy’s rate schedules require fifteen minute interval data.  GPU states that this part of the September 17, 1998 Order should be clarified and modified to indicate that “minimum metering data” consists of the data elements (i) required by the applicable EDC rate schedule and other relevant tariff provisions, and (ii) which the meter is capable of collecting.  GPU contends that the payments required for additional meter information also be clarified to indicate that the provision applies to EGSs only and that the metering agent should provide the minimum metering and billing data as required by the tariffs of each EDC at no cost to the EDC.


As we stated in our previous discussion addressing PECO Energy’s issue on Minimum Billing and Metering Data Requirements, we do not expect the metering entity to transmit data that exceeds the general capability of the metering equipment installed at the customer’s site, nor do we anticipate the installation or use of any interval meter which would not be directly related to the method used for billing the customer, i.e. the tariff rate at which the customer takes service.  In this regard, we agree in part with GPU that the minimum metering and billing data should comprise those elements required by the tariff and price schedules as applicable to the customer’s service, which by necessity, dictates the functionality of the metering device that should be installed at the customer’s service location.  It should be apparent that we do not expect data to be communicated when the meter is physically incapable of collecting it.


Furthermore, we do not believe that it is reasonable to imply that an EGS would develop a customer price schedule that does not reflect the EDC’s tariff rates nor the physical capability of the customer’s installed metering device. As previously discussed in this Order under PECO’s issues, the entity that reads the meter for billing purposes could be an EDC, an EGS, or a third party.  We, therefore, do not agree with GPU that only EGSs should be required to pay for metering and billing data which exceed these requirements because such requests would be spurious in our view and should be rejected.  Nor do we agree that EDCs should receive data that is required by their tariffs at no cost. A shared cost provision for sending transactions over the VAN for a limited period of time has been established in our August 13, 1998 Order.  We maintain that payments for data exchange have been established for both the EDC and the EGS through various provisions set forth in supplier tariffs, trading partner agreements, and Commission orders.

Other Issues


We note that we have not formally adopted the September 10, 1998 Revised Plan Version 2.1, that had been filed by the EDEWG, and we do so in this Order.


We also note that due to the critical need for EDEWG to focus on the development of standards for billing and metering to meet the January 1, 1998 deadline, we postpone the November 6, 1998 EDEWG reports concerning disputes and energy scheduling until further notice by this Commission.


Additionally, in its September 24, 1998 report on historical usage transaction issues, EDEWG indicated that the unit for reporting derived billing demand was erroneously labeled as “kwh” in our September 17, 1998 Order.  We agree and revise that Order to state that the derived billing demand (kW) by account shall be communicated by the billing entity for reporting monthly interval usage.  (September 17, 1998 Order at 10)

THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:


1.  That the September 10, 1998 Revised Plan Version 2.1, as filed by the EDEWG, is hereby adopted.


2.  That the November 6, 1998 EDEWG reports concerning disputes and energy scheduling are hereby postponed until further notice by this Commission.


3. That the November 6, 1998 EDEWG implementation report is hereby postponed until December 11, 1998.


4.  That the precise action which triggers the clock for determining the start date of a customer’s service agreement with a new supplier is that date upon which an EGS receives an EDI 997 Functional Acknowledgment to an EDI 814 Enrollment or EDI 814 Reinstatement transaction.


5.  That our September 17, 1998 Order relating to Minimum Metering and Billing Data is clarified and modified to be comprised of those elements required by the tariff and price schedules as applicable to the customer’s service, which by necessity, dictates the functionality of the metering device that should be installed at the customer’s service location. We do not expect the metering entity to transmit interval data for a customer that is billed on a monthly rate.  We also maintain that the payment of fees or charges associated with data exchange have been established for both the EDC and the EGS through various provisions set forth in supplier tariffs, trading partner agreements, and Commission orders.


6.  That PECO’s request for relief with respect to the 867 HU transaction is granted.  PECO is ordered to provide the data identified in the 867 HU onto a secure website that is readily accessible by the respective EGS and the retrieval of which will not be a burden to the EGSs.  PECO is also directed to report within twenty (20) days of the entry of this order the date upon which the 867 HU transaction will be in production.   EDEWG is directed to revise pages 34-36 of the September 10, 1998 Revised Plan to  indicate that the entity using an 867 HU standard would be that which reads the meter for billing purposes, and to include any alternative process that may be adopted by this Commission.


7.  That all EDCs are directed to post onto websites their master customer eligibility lists and weekly “change only” files, using the Customer Eligibility List Flat File Layout, as defined in Appendix C of the July 24, 1998 Revised Report Version 2.


8.  That the three day requirement by which the EDCs and EGSs are required to respond to all transactions, with the exception of those identified in the body of this order, is extended for thirty (30) days.  If no objections to the extension are received within twenty (20) days of entry of this order, the response requirement will automatically be extended until January 1, 1999.






BY THE COMMISSION,







James J. McNulty







Secretary

(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  November 4, 1998

ORDER ENTERED:  November 4, 1998
� Twelve data points corresponding to the previous 12 months of total usage by the customer.


� In terms of EDI, “enrollment”  is used to refer to the sign-up of a supplier by the customer.


� There are two ways to transmit data via an 867 HU:  (1) Consumption provided by Meter or (2) Consumption Summarized/Totaled for Account.
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