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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 outlining specific protocols for use by the EDCs and the EGSs in the transfer and exchange of electronic data relating to customer information.  By Orders adopted on June 18, 1998, and August 13, 1998, the Commission approved numerous standards submitted by EDEWG governing the electronic exchange of data.  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.


By Order adopted on September 17, 1998, the Commission addressed the EDEWG and MAPSA petitions, which included the testing of the Gas Industry Standards Board (GISB) Electronic Delivery Mechanism (EDM) communication transfer protocol. All EDCs and EGSs were ordered to immediately commence testing of this Internet transfer protocol and to conclude no later than March 1, 1999.  That date was also set as a deadline wherein a business partner (EDC or EGS) who was compliant with our September 17, 1998 Order could require a non-compliant business partner (EDC or EGS) to bear the full costs of transmitting EDI transactions through a Value Added Network (VAN) service.  In addition, we  clarified our view on this implementation deadline by stating that only if the GISB standard proves to be unusable, as determined by a consensus of the EDEWG, should an alternative be explored and recommended by EDEWG to the Commission for approval.  (pp. 8-9)  In response to this directive, the EDEWG established an EDEWG-GISB Task Force to test the GISB solution.  


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.  These petitioners’ concerns were subsequently addressed by the Commission’s November 4, 1998 Order.


In the past week, the EDEWG-GISB Task Force has unveiled a technical issue that we believe merits reconsideration of the March 1, 1999 GISB EDM implementation date by this Commission.  The GISB EDM standard includes the use of Pretty Good Privacy (PGP), a software encryption package that had previously been nonproprietary and was commonly available in product applications which supported a variety of communications system platforms.  The Task Force has recently learned that PGP is now owned by Network Associates Inc. (NAI) and that accessibility to PGP by all system platforms may now be restrictive and may significantly alter the cost of GISB beyond that cost anticipated at the time of the initial deliberations of EDEWG and the Commission.  To seek further guidance and clarity, the Task Force has begun discussions with the Gas Industry Standards Board Executive Committee and NAI.


As stated in our September 17, 1998 Order, we are not interested in reversing our decision relating to the use of GISB EDM unless the EDEWG or its Task Force comes forward with a substantial recommendation to test an alternative Internet transfer protocol.  However, we have based our decision relating to the use of the GISB standard, in part, upon the minimum criteria set forth in the Revised Plan, which includes security.  With the recent emergence of the ownership and availability issues surrounding PGP, which relates to the security criteria, EDCs and EGSs that have not yet completed the GISB testing process may now be at risk.


In view of this development, we are interested in comments regarding the continued reasonableness of GISB EDM on a technical and financial basis. At this point, the Commission is considering holding a technical conference on this issue and is interested in receiving comments as to whether parties believe a conference would be productive.


Previously, adoption of the GISB standard for electric restructuring was appealing from a regulatory perspective because it would create compatible communications within an energy market and its use had been well-defined and proven to be cost-effective.  These advantages are now called into question.  With respect to compatible communications within the energy market, the possibilities of a revised GISB EDM standard and future system upgrades that are now likely to occur within the natural gas industry may raise the question regarding future compatibility or stability.  The Commission welcomes comments on this issue.


We believe that this is also an opportune time to take inventory of the status of the GISB EDM testing by all EDCs and EGSs who are or intend to do business in the Commonwealth.  Specifically, we are interested in receiving comments on any progress made in the testing process, along with achieved and/or anticipated benchmarks and dates for implementation, as well as the level of resources committed to date and anticipated.


We encourage interested parties to submit written comments pertaining to this Order as soon as possible, but no later than March 4, 1999.  Additionally, because we believe it is important and necessary to assess the status of the GISB EDM testing process at this time, we are postponing the March 1, 1999, implementation deadline and the cost impacts associated with the use of the VAN to July 1, 1999;

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED:


1.
That the March 1, 1999, deadline for implementing GISB EDM and the cost impacts associated with the use of the VAN, is hereby postponed to July 1, 1999.


2.
That this Order be issued to the public for comment.


3.
That a comment period ending on March 4, 1999 is hereby established.


4.
That written comments, an original and 15 copies, shall be submitted to the Secretary, Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, P. O. Box 3265, Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265.  No reply comments will be permitted.  Comments should specifically reference the above-captioned docket number.


5.
That a copy of this Order and any accompanying statements of the Commissioners be served upon all jurisdictional electric distribution companies, all licensed electric generation suppliers, the Office of Consumer Advocate, the Office of Small Business Advocate, and the Office of Trial Staff.  Additionally, it shall be posted on the Commission’s website and shall be made available to all other interested parties.


6.
That a final Order shall be issued following the receipt and evaluation of comments filed in accordance with this Order.







BY THE COMMISSION,







James J. McNulty







Secretary

(SEAL)
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