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	COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

P.O. BOX 3265, HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265
	IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO OUR FILE


June 28, 1999

To:
Members of Phase-In Committee and Electronic Data Exchange Working Group

Re:
Issues Resolved at Joint Meeting of Phase-In Committee and Electronic Data 
Exchange Working Group on May 12, 1999

The purpose of this letter is to memorialize the Commission Staff’s understanding with respect to the issues that were resolved by consensus among those members of the Phase-In Committee and Electronic Data Exchange Working Group in attendance at the meeting held on May 12, 1999.  At the outset, we express our appreciation for the spirit of cooperation displayed by all participants at that meeting in successfully resolving many difficult issues relating to the implementation of full retail choice, particularly in areas involving competitive metering and billing.  

Use Of Meter Data Management Agency

The attendees at the meeting considered whether the restructuring settlements or Commission orders permit the use of a Meter Data Management Agency (MDMA) who does not own the meter but manages or stores the data and provides meter read information to all participants.  After discussion, the combined group agreed that there is no provision in any Commission-approved document for the use of an MDMA.  This consensus was primarily based upon the metering specifications as set forth in the Metering Committee Reference Manual, adopted by the Commission on April 1, 1999 at Docket No. M-00991233.   


Therefore, the only entities authorized to provide meter services are licensed electric generation suppliers (EGSs) who obtain an addendum to their license through a separate metering application filed with the Commission.  EGSs are free, however, to sub-contract with other entities to perform metering activities, subject to the approval of the Commission and with the understanding that accountability for the sub-contractor lies with the EGS.

Meter Owner Reads The Meter


The group discussed the question of whether the meter owner reads the meter and  provides that information to other parties.  It was agreed that the Advanced Meter Services Provider (MSP), who must also be the meter owner, has the responsibility to read the meter and provide the information to all other participants.  The MSP will be aware of the identity of these 

providers since the MSP enrollment response sent by the electric distribution company (EDC) will indicate who is providing generation and billing services to the customer.  

Responsibility Of  MSP For All Meters On An Account

The group discussed the issue of whether an MSP must accept responsibility for all meters on a customer’s account.  The scenario that was described involved a large company that has an account with multiple advanced meters and then a separate meter with very low consumption, which it would not be cost-effective to replace with an expensive advanced meter.  The consensus view was that a customer may choose to replace only some of its meters on a certain account with advanced meters, but it must establish a separate account with the EDC for any remaining meters.
One MSP Per Account

A question arose as to whether a customer may choose multiple MSPs for a single account.  The participants at the meeting agreed that there can only be one MSP per account.

MSP’s Information Regarding Other Providers Of Service

The group considered how an MSP would be aware of all other providers of service.  It was agreed that the EDC would be responsible for notifying the MSP of the other providers (such as generation suppliers or billing entities) as part of the 814 Enrollment response.  Upon receipt of that information, it will be the MSP’s obligation to then notify the other parties to ensure data communication.  


If an EGS changes, the EDC will, as part of the 814 Enrollment response, notify the new EGS of the identity of the customer’s other service providers.  In that situation, it will be the duty of the new EGS to then notify other parties to ensure data communication.
No Confirmation Letter For MSP Change

The group discussed the issue of whether confirmation letters should be sent to customers indicating that its metering services will be provided by an MSP.  Since a customer’s MSP could not be changed without an on-site visit by the MSP to install advanced metering equipment, it was agreed that no confirmation letter is necessary for this change.

Drop Of An MSP

The question of who may transact a drop of an MSP was addressed.  The group agreed that a customer may drop an MSP by contacting the EDC, or an MSP can send a drop to the EDC.  

Billing Of MSP Charges

Questions regarding the billing of MSP’s charges were discussed to consider how the MSP’s charges may be billed and how the MSP will receive information regarding the customer’s current EGS and method of billing.  The group reached consensus that a customer may opt to either receive a bill from the MSP for metering charges or have those charges included on a consolidated bill issued by either the EDC or the EGS for all charges.  As to a customer who currently receives dual bills (one from the EDC and one from the EGS), the only option would be to receive a third bill from the MSP since neither the EDC nor the EGS should be required to provide billing services for a third-party MSP.


With respect to the sharing of information, the EDC will notify the MSP of the identity of the EGS and billing entity for the customer as part of the 814 Enrollment response.   In a consolidated billing scenario, the billing agent would receive 810 transactions from each of the other providers.  However, an EGS who is providing both generation and metering services only needs to send one 810 transaction to the billing agent.  

Metering Credits

A question arose as to whether metering credits should be applied to a customer’s account only after all meters have been exchanged.  The group agreed that a customer’s metering credit should not be applied until all meters on an account have been exchanged.  Further, the EDC may pro-rate the credit based upon the number of days since the meters were exchanged.

Providing Data To PJM

The group discussed whether the MSP should be responsible for providing data to PJM.  The consensus view was that the only parties reporting to PJM should be the EDCs and the scheduling coordinators for EGSs.  The MSP would send data only to the EDC and EGS.

Installation Of  Meters 


The question of who can install meters and who can request such installations was addressed for each applicable service territory.  The participants agreed that in PP&L’s territory, it will install all residential advanced meters up to January 1, 2003.  Effective January 1, 1999, 

either PP&L or the MSP may install commercial and industrial advanced meters.  In Allegheny’s service area, the competitive metering specifications are still being developed.  With respect to PECO’s territory, an MSP can install or ask PECO to install an advanced meter, effective January 1, 1999.  In GPU’s service area, GPU will install all residential advanced meters up to January 1, 2004.  Effective January 1, 1999, either GPU or the MSP can install commercial and industrial advanced meters.

Obligation of MSP To Allow Special Meter Reads

The group discussed the obligation of an MSP to perform special meter reads, or off-cycle meter reads, as requested by an EDC or EGS.  It was agreed that when the special meter read is requested for “finals”, moves, relocates, or questionable reads, the MSP must perform the special meter reads.  It is not, however, required to do so to accommodate a switch of EGSs.
Third-Party Billing Provider

The group considered whether a third-party other than the customer’s EGS for generation services may be the billing entity.  It was agreed that the customer may choose a third-party billing provider who is a licensed EGS.  Additionally, although an EGS providing billing services may subcontract with a billing agent, the EDC would communicate only with the EGS.

Billing Provider’s Information Regarding Other Providers Of Service

The group discussed the mechanics for ensuring that the billing provider knows the customer’s other providers of services.  As part of the Billing Agent Enrollment response, the EDC will indicate the identity of the customer’s EGS for generation services and the customer’s MSP, if applicable.  The Billing Agent is then responsible for notifying the other participants.  

Drop Of A Billing Provider

The rules for dropping a billing provider were considered.  The group agreed that the same rules as apply to the drop of an EGS should be followed.  It was noted, however, that the 814 Drop transaction that is sent by the billing agent to the EDC must be changed to include a field for the customers’ current billing address.

Budget Billing For Billing Charges

The group discussed whether a billing agent must provide a budget billing option for residential customers for their charges.  It was agreed that since these charges would be the same every month, the customer would effectively receive this option.

Multiple Suppliers

The group considered whether a customer may receive generation services from more than one EGS and whether the concept of a lead EGS who deals with the EDC should be utilized in that situation.  Concluding that a customer may receive generation services from more than one EGS, the group arrived at a consensus view that a lead supplier concept should be followed.  In that manner, the EDC communicates with only one EGS for that customer, and the lead EGS has the responsibility for notifying the EDC of a drop by one of the secondary EGSs by simply reducing the percentage of load that will be served by an EGS.  The remaining load would then be served by the EDC as provider of last resort (PLR).  If the lead EGS drops a customer, the customer would revert back to PLR service after two months unless another supplier steps into that role.

EGS May Not Have More Than One Contract With Same Customer

The group discussed the issue of whether an EGS may have more than one contract with the same customer.  It was agreed that this should not be permitted.

Conclusion


Although Commission Staff has attempted to accurately memorialize the consensus views that were reached during the joint meeting of PIC and EDEWG on May 12, 1999,  the participants in that meeting may submit comments to us if they believe that certain statements should be corrected or clarified.  We emphasize that this is not an invitation to reopen the debate on these issues that were resolved by consensus.  It is important for participants to limit any comments to matters which they believe are necessary to accurately reflect the consensus views reached during that meeting.  Such comments should be provided to Deputy Chief Counsel Karen Oill Moury by July 7, 1999, and can be sent by electronic mail to moury@puc.state.pa.us or by facsimile at 717-783-3458.   Following a review of any comments that are provided, Commission Staff intends to recommend that the Commission formally endorse the consensus views through the issuance of a Secretarial Letter, served on all interested parties and posted on the Commission’s web site.  







Very truly yours,







Karen Oill Moury







Deputy Chief Counsel

cc:
Deputy Executive Director Smith


Chief Counsel Pankiw


PIC Moderator Cadden
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