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OPINION AND ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

Before the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission (Commission) for consideration and disposition is the Petition for Leave to Withdraw its Petition to Amend the Implementation Date of the Customer Assistance Program Standard Offer Referral Program (Petition to Withdraw), filed by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL or the Company), on May 8, 2017, relative to the above-captioned proceeding.  On May 12, 2017, the Retail Energy Supply Association (RESA) filed a letter in opposition to the Petition to Withdraw (Opposition Letter).  On May 16, the Coalition for Affordable Utility Services and Energy Efficiency in Pennsylvania (CAUSE-PA) filed a letter in support of the Petition to Withdraw (Support Letter).  For the reasons discussed, infra, we shall grant PPL’s Petition to Withdraw and direct our Office of Competitive Market Oversight to facilitate meetings between PPL and the affected Electric Generation Suppliers (EGSs) to examine and resolve any operational issues integral to the implementation of the CAP-SOP and, thereafter, to provide a status report to the Commission that addresses the discussions and dispositions of those operational issues.

[bookmark: _Toc385423060]History of the Proceeding

		On January 29, 2016, PPL filed with the Commission a Petition for Approval of a Default Service Program and Procurement Plan (DSP IV or DSP IV Plan) for the period June 1, 2017 through May 31, 2021 (DSP Petition).  The DSP Petition was filed pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §§ 2801, et seq., and past Commission decisions governing PPL’s default service program.

On July 19, 2016, PPL, the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement (I&E), the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA), the Office of Small Business Advocate (OSBA), PP&L Industrial Customer Alliance (PPLICA) and RESA (collectively, the Settling Parties) filed a Joint Petition for Approval of Partial Settlement (Settlement or Partial Settlement).  Several of the Parties to the proceeding filed briefs and reply briefs with regard to the one litigated issue – the CAP customer shopping issue.  The record closed on July 19, 2016.

On August 17, 2016, Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Susan D. Colwell issued her Initial Decision wherein she approved the Partial Settlement, as modified by the Initial Decision; approved PPL’s DSP Petition, as modified by the Partial Settlement; granted PPL’s two requests for waivers of certain Commission Regulations; directed PPL to file a proposed time-of-use (TOU) Program within ninety days of the entry date of the final Opinion and Order; and adopted the Customer Assistance Program Standard Offer Referral Program (CAP-SOP) proposed by PPL, I&E, the OCA and CAUSE-PA (collectively, the Joining Parties), as modified by the Initial Decision.

Exceptions to the Initial Decision were filed by PPL, RESA and PPLICA on September 6, 2016.  Replies to Exceptions were received on September 16, 2016, from PPL, the OCA, I&E and CAUSE-PA.  In our October 2016 Order, we approved the Settlement and adopted the CAP-SOP jointly proposed by the Joining Parties to become effective June 1, 2017.[footnoteRef:1]  On November 14, 2016, RESA filed a Petition for Reconsideration, seeking reconsideration of our approval of the CAP-SOP in the October 2016 Order.  By Order entered November 16, 2016, we granted the Petition, pending further review of, and consideration on, the merits.  On November 28, 2016, PPL, I&E, the OCA and CAUSE-PA filed Answers to the Petition.  On January 26, 2017 (January 2017 Order), we issued an Opinion and Order denying RESA’s Petition. [1:  	The CAP-SOP was proposed as the only vehicle that a CAP customer may use to shop and receive supply from an electric generation supplier (EGS), wherein EGSs participating in the CAP-SOP must agree to serve customers at a 7% discount off the price-to-compare (PTC) at the time of enrollment.
] 


On February 27, 2017, RESA filed with the Commonwealth Court a Petition for Review of our October 2016 Order and January 2017 Order, with respect to our approval of the CAP-SOP.  RESA v. Pa. PUC, 230 C.D. 2017.  PPL stated that as of the date of this Petition, RESA has not sought a stay of the implementation of the CAP-SOP.  Petition at 5.

On March 10, 2017, PPL filed a Petition for Approval to Amend the Implementation Date of the Customer Assistance Program Standard Offer Referral  Program (Petition to Amend) seeking amendment of our October 2016 Order.  On March 30, 2017, letters in response to the Petition to Amend were filed by the OCA and CAUSE-PA. 

On April 25, 2017, RESA filed a letter indicating that although it has appealed the Commission’s Orders approving the CAP-SOP, such appeal does not preclude the Commission from acting on PPL’s Petition.

As previously noted, PPL filed the Petition to Withdraw on May 8, 2017, seeking to withdraw its Petition to Amend.  On May 12, 2017, RESA filed its Opposition Letter.  On May 16, 2017, CAUSE-PA filed its Support Letter.  On May 16, 2017, PPL filed a letter in response to RESA’s Opposition Letter (PPL May 16 Letter).  On May 17, 2017, RESA filed a response to PPL’s May 16 Letter, seeking clarity of PPL’s May 16 Letter (RESA May 17 Letter).

Background

PPL’s Petition to Amend

		In its Petition to Amend, PPL sought amendment of its Commission-approved DSP IV to postpone the implementation date of its CAP-SOP Program from June 1, 2017, to September 1, 2017.  PPL stated that the Company has determined that additional time is required to design, complete and test the information technology (IT) and programmatic changes necessary to implement the CAP-SOP.  As such, PPL proposed this amendment to the implementation date for the CAP-SOP in order to have sufficient time to fully complete the system changes necessary to implement the CAP-SOP.  Petition to Amend at 1. 

		PPL asserted that since the October 2016 Order was issued, the Company has been evaluating the IT and system changes needed to fully implement the CAP-SOP.  Preliminarily, PPL stated that it has identified the need to develop significant IT enhancements, including, but not limited to: (1) enrollment and re-enrollment changes; (2) setting up CAP-SOP rates and rejection codes; (3) setting up letter and contact triggers at time of enrollment; (4) identifying recertification activity and making necessary changes; (5) system changes to allow for seamless moves to work with the CAP-SOP; (6) developing reporting to track CAP customers utilizing CAP-SOP; and (7) developing a mechanism to move customers into CAP-SOP during initial roll out.  Additionally, PPL states that it will need to work with the EGSs participating in the CAP-SOP to set-up Duns numbers and add rate codes and values to distinguish CAP-SOP suppliers from non-CAP-SOP suppliers.  According to PPL, based on its evaluation, it is unable to design, complete and test the IT and system changes necessary to implement the CAP-SOP by June 1, 2017.  Petition to Amend at 5.

		Next, PPL explained that within its territory, CAP customers have always had the ability to either receive default service or shop for electric supply from EGSs.  PPL stated that between June 1, 2017, and the amended implementation date of September 1, 2017, the Company would maintain the status quo and permit CAP customers to continue to shop.  PPL averred that the additional time to implement the CAP-SOP was appropriate and needed to ensure the program was fully developed and to avoid any unnecessary customer confusion.  Petition to Amend at 6.

Answers to the Petition to Amend

		In a letter filed in response to PPL’s Petition to Amend, the OCA stated that given the technical issues identified in the Company’s Petition to Amend, it did not oppose the Company’s proposal to amend the implementation date for the CAP-SOP at this time.  However, the OCA encouraged PPL to begin the implementation of CAP-SOP prior to September 1, 2017, if possible.  OCA Answer at 1.

		In its letter filed in response to PPL’s Petition to Amend, CAUSE-PA stated that it does not oppose the Company’s request, but urged PPL to ensure that implementation of CAP-SOP not be delayed longer than September 1, 2017.  However, CAUSE-PA asserted that while it does not object to a temporary delay to CAP-SOP implementation so that the appropriate IT infrastructure is in place and adequate to ensure success, further delay beyond that would compound the significant harm associated with unrestricted CAP shopping, as noted by the Commission in the January 2017 Order.  CAUSE-PA Answer at 1.

		In its letter filed in response to PPL’s Petition to Amend, RESA stated that although it has appealed the Commission’s Orders approving the CAP-SOP, such appeal does not preclude the Commission from acting on PPL’s Petition to Amend.  Therefore, RESA requested that the Commission take action on PPL’s Petition to Amend as soon as practicable.  RESA also stated that while it would prefer maintaining the status quo pending the outcome of its appeal, moving forward to implement the CAP-SOP requires a level of operational coordination and detail that has not yet occurred.  According to RESA, carefully working through these implementation details is essential for managing customer expectations and containing any resulting damage to Pennsylvania’s competitive retail electricity market.  RESA Answer at 1-2.

		Next, RESA noted that regarding the effect of RESA’s appeal on the ability of the Commission to take action, Pa. R.A.P. Rule 1701(b)(1) permits an agency, after an appeal is taken, to “take such action as may be necessary to preserve the status quo . . . grant supersedeas, and take other action permitted or required by these rules or otherwise ancillary to the appeal or petition for review proceeding.”  According to RESA, PPL’s Petition to Amend would maintain the “status quo” for a short period of time and, as such, the pendency of RESA’s appeal does not preclude the Commission from acting on the Petition to Amend.   RESA’s Answer at 2.

		Finally, RESA noted that aside from the legal and policy concerns it has with the Commission’s decision in this proceeding, implementation of the CAP-SOP presents significant operational issues for EGSs, just as it does for PPL, all of which could negatively impact customers if not properly managed.  RESA listed several operational issues it has preliminarily identified which will require EGSs to revise internal processes and procedures.  According to RESA, these issues need to be addressed and, once addressed, will require time for EGSs to operationalize.  For these reasons, RESA stated that taking action on PPL’s Petition to Amend and delaying the implementation of the new processes and procedures involved in implementing the CAP-SOP was reasonable.  RESA’s Answer at 2-3.

Discussion

Before addressing the instant Petition to Withdraw, we note that any issue not specifically discussed shall be deemed to have been duly considered and denied without further discussion.  The Commission is not required to consider expressly or at length each contention or argument raised by the parties.  Consolidated Rail Corp. v. Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, 625 A.2d 741 (Pa. Cmwlth. 1993).

PPL’s Petition to Withdraw

		In its Petition to Withdraw, PPL states that it recently determined that it can fully complete the system changes necessary to implement the CAP-SOP by the effective date of June 1, 2017.  Therefore, PPL asserts that the Petition to Amend is no longer necessary and requests that it be withdrawn.  PPL notes that as of the date of the filing of the Petition to Withdraw, the Commission has not acted on the Petition to Amend.  PPL further notes that it has continued to evaluate and take the steps necessary to design, complete and test the IT and programmatic changes necessary to implement the CAP-SOP.  According to PPL, as a result of these efforts, the Company has determined that it can fully complete and implement the CAP-SOP by the original June 1, 2017, effective date.  PPL avers that the Petition to Amend and the request to modify the effective date of the CAP-SOP, as set forth in the October 2016 Order, are unnecessary.  PPL Petition to Withdraw at 1, 4-5.

		Next, PPL avers that not only is the Petition to Amend unnecessary, but it could also cause significant customer confusion if it was granted at this point.  PPL explains that as the Commission has not acted on the Petition to Amend and the CAP-SOP has not been stayed, it continued its efforts to fully implement the CAP-SOP by the June 1, 2017, effective date, including, but not limited to, communication with suppliers.  PPL states that it plans to immediately begin communication and education efforts with applicable customers in order to ensure they are aware of and understand the CAP-SOP by the June 1, 2017, effective date.  PPL submits that significant customer confusion regarding the CAP-SOP and its effective date would be caused if the Petition to Amend was not withdrawn at this time.  Based on the foregoing, PPL seeks to withdraw the Petition to Amend in its entirety pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.94(a).  PPL Petition to Withdraw at 5.

RESA’s Opposition Letter

		On May 12, 2017, RESA filed its Opposition Letter in response to PPL’s withdrawal request, stating that it does not support Commission approval of the Petition to Withdraw without further Commission action.  RESA asserts that direction from the Commission with an appropriate period of time for suppliers to operationalize such direction is needed to address the substantial market change that is being undertaken here.  RESA states that these changes involve: (1) returning (or “dropping”) existing EGS customers who are PPL CAP participants to PPL; and, (2) developing the operational protocols for enabling EGSs to participate in the CAP-SOP.  Opposition Letter at 1-2.

		RESA asserts that PPL appears to have focused its attention on the operational protocols for the CAP-SOP and has provided no meaningful opportunity to receive and consider constructive input from suppliers about the development of these protocols.  Despite the fact that the Commission authorized the CAP-SOP in the January 2017 Order, RESA claims that PPL first communicated with suppliers during an April 25, 2017 supplier conference.  RESA avers that at that conference, PPL announced to suppliers its unilateral determination that EGSs will be required to “drop” their current PPL CAP customers.  According to RESA, PPL’s decision to force this requirement on EGSs means that EGSs need to determine how to honor existing customer contracts, particularly any cancellation provisions, how to maintain compliance with the Commission’s Regulations, particularly the contract renewal provisions, and how to operationalize all of these processes for existing PPL CAP participants who are EGS customers.  RESA maintains that PPL has still not provided to EGSs the names of their specific customers who are CAP participants.  RESA asserts that PPL has indicated that this information will be provided on May 22, 2017, and has refused requests from some RESA members to provide this information sooner.  Opposition Letter at 2.

		Next, RESA explains that unnecessary confusion and lack of direction has been created by waiting until April 25, 2017, to announce these determinations and then taking no responsibility for managing the transition of existing EGS customers who participate in PPL’s CAP, and by not providing EGSs the names of their current customers participating in PPL’s CAP program until a few days before implementation of the CAP-SOP.  RESA avers that each supplier will need to make an individual determination about how to cancel existing contracts and the communication that is provided to existing customers who will no longer be eligible to receive service from the EGS.  RESA opines that a lack of direction from the Commission about its expectations and PPL’s removal of responsibility for transitioning these existing EGS customers has the potential to lead to unnecessary customer confusion and dissatisfaction with the competitive retail market.  Opposition Letter at 2-3.

		Further, RESA states that it is also concerned about the communications that will be provided to CAP participants.  RESA points out that PPL conducted a collaborative session on April 7, 2017, limited to revising initial drafts of customer-facing messages/scripts and receiving input from interested parties.  RESA notes, however, that it became apparent during that collaborative those operational issues necessarily impact the messaging that is provided to customers.  RESA claims that during the collaborative, issues that would affect scripting were raised not only by suppliers but also by the advocates in attendance at that meeting.  According to RESA, given that the implementation of the CAP-SOP will restrict PPL’s CAP participants for the first time from freely shopping, it is extremely important for the Commission to ensure that the customer communications adequately explain this program and do not unnecessarily create confusion about the competitive retail electricity market.  Opposition Letter at 3.

		Finally, RESA claims that while it continues to believe that the path taken in this proceeding is misguided and legally unsound, RESA is extremely concerned about the manner in which PPL is moving forward with implementation and urges the Commission to take action to provide clarity to the market and delay implementation for a period of time sufficient for suppliers to accommodate the Commission’s direction.  RESA suggests that one way to resolve the conflicting viewpoints that have arisen here may be to delegate implementation issues, including the effective date, to the Commission’s Office of Competitive market Oversight (OCMO).  RESA opines that through the coordination and leadership of OCMO, a reasoned implementation approach can be devised to balance all interests and, most importantly, manage the transition to first time shopping restrictions for PPL CAP participants.  Opposition Letter at 3.

CAUSE-PA’s Support Letter

		In its Support Letter, CAUSE-PA asserts that it fully supports PPL’s Petition to Withdraw and opposes RESA’s requested delay.  CAUSE-PA posits that RESA’s opposition to PPL’s Petition to Withdraw is based on its disagreement with the CAP-SOP program as a whole and is not based on any actual operational issues that would prevent CAP-SOP from launching June 1, 2017.  CAUSE-PA also states that to the extent RESA has raised operational issues they are both untimely and pretextual.  According to CAUSE-PA, it was RESA’s responsibility to raise its concerns on the record in the DSP IV proceeding and as it did not do so it cannot now seek to collaterally attack an approved Commission Order.  Support Letter at 1-2.

Next, CAUSE-PA states that RESA’s concerns are pretextual because it continues to assert erroneously that existing CAP contracts will be terminated and suppliers will have to “drop” their current PPL CAP customers, which CAUSE-PA asserts is not true.  According to CAUSE-PA, the Commission expressly approved a CAP-SOP program that allows all CAP customers who are currently on a fixed-term contract to have that contract “remain in place until the Contract term expires and/or is terminated.  Id. at 2, citing October 2016 Order, Ordering Paragraph No. 14(g).  CAUSE-PA states that the Commission should grant PPL’s Petition to Withdraw because it would put all Parties where they were when the Commission denied RESA’s Petition for Reconsideration with PPL implementing CAP-SOP on June 1, 2017.  According to CAUSE-PA, had PPL never filed its Petition to Amend this is the place where all Parties would be, and, as such, granting PPL’s Petition to Withdraw would protect the status quo.  CAUSE-PA opines that RESA’s opposition to PPL’s Petition to Withdraw should be seen for what it is, an improper attempt to stay or delay implementation of CAP-SOP.  CAUSE-PA maintains that had RESA wanted this result it could have sought a stay with the Commonwealth Court but did not do so.  Support Letter at 2.

Additional Filings 

		As previously noted, PPL filed a letter on May 16, 2017, in response to RESA’s Opposition Letter.  Additionally, on May 17, 2017, RESA filed a response to PPL’s letter.  While Section 5.94(a) of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.94(a), does not provide for filings other than a response, specifically an objection, to a petition to withdraw, we will consider PPL and RESA’s additional letter filings, because both letters were filed within the ten day response time frame set forth in Section 5.94(a).

	PPL May 16 Letter

		In the PPL May 16 Letter, PPL states that RESA’s letter is without merit and should be denied.  PPL asserts that RESA’s newly raised issues and request for relief are untimely, improper and should be rejected.  According to PPL, RESA’s contention that the existing CAP shopping contracts will be terminated is patently false and a complete mischaracterization of the CAP-SOP.  PPL points out that the Commission-approved CAP-SOP expressly provides as follows:

(g)  All CAP customer shopping fixed-term contracts in effect as of the effective date of the CAP-SOP will remain in place until the contract term expires and/or is terminated.

(h)  Once the existing CAP customer shopping contract expires or is terminated, the CAP customer will have the option to enroll in the CAP-SOP or return to default service, but in any event will only be permitted to shop through the CAP-SOP.


PPL May 16 Letter at 1-2, citing October 2016 Order, Ordering Paragraph No. 14(g) and (h).  Therefore, PPL asserts that contrary to RESA’s contention otherwise, the October 2016 Order unequivocally provides that all existing CAP shopping contracts will remain in place and effective until the contract term expires and/or is terminated.  As such, PPL maintains that it is not and will not require any suppliers currently serving CAP customers under existing shopping contracts to “drop” their current CAP customers as incorrectly suggested by RESA.  PPL avers that it has consistently communicated this to the suppliers that serve its territory, and specifically addressed this issue on a conference call with suppliers on April 25, 2017.  Also, PPL claims that this specific issue was addressed during the stakeholder collaborative held on April 7, 2017, which was attended by suppliers, as well as a representative of RESA.  PPL May 16 Letter at 1‑3.

		Next, PPL asserts that RESA’s newly raised operational issues and request for relief are untimely and should be denied.  PPL claims that to the extent RESA had operational or implementation concerns with the CAP-SOP, it was incumbent on it to timely raise such issues on the record before the Commission.  According to PPL, as the record in this matter has long-since closed, RESA cannot now collaterally attack the Commission’s October 2016 Order approving the CAP-SOP by raising new, extra-record issues to support its opposition to the CAP-SOP.  PPL May 16 Letter at 3.

		Additionally, PPL states that RESA’s request that the Commission take further action to provide clarity on implementation issues must be denied as, essentially, RESA is requesting that the Commission make new findings with respect to its extra-record operational issues raised for the first time after the record has closed.  PPL asserts that RESA could have filed a request for rehearing or amendment of the October 2016 Order under 66 Pa. C.S. § 703.  However, PPL notes that RESA has elected not to do so.  PPL opines that even if RESA had properly filed a request for rehearing or amendment, the Commission is currently without jurisdiction to take the further substantive action requested by RESA due to RESA’s own Petition for Review filed with the Commonwealth Court.  See Pa. R.A.P. 1701(a).  Id.

		Further, PPL notes that RESA appears to suggest that suppliers will not participate in the CAP-SOP unless and until its newly raised “operational” issues have been addressed.  PPL avers that although RESA is clearly opposed to the CAP-SOP and believes that it cannot be implemented, not all suppliers share RESA’s concerns.  According to PPL, multiple suppliers, including one of RESA’s own members, have already signed up and intend to participate in the CAP-SOP once it becomes effective on June 1, 2017.  PPL asserts that despite RESA’s assertion to the contrary, it appears that not all suppliers see RESA’s extra-record operational issues as an impediment to implementing the CAP-SOP.  PPL May 16 Letter at 3-4.

		Finally, PPL states that to the extent RESA believes that the implementation date of the CAP-SOP should be delayed or otherwise stayed, RESA has an adequate legal remedy available.  PPL notes that RESA may file an appropriate application requesting a supersedeas or stay of the October 2017 Order pursuant to Pa. R.A.P. Rule 1781 but has declined to do so.  PPL asserts that the Company is ready and prepared to implement the CAP-SOP by the June 1, 2017, effective date and will continue to work with suppliers and other interested parties to address future concerns and questions, if any, regarding the implementation of the CAP-SOP.  PPL May 16 Letter at 4.

	RESA May 17 Letter

		In its May 17 Letter, RESA stated that clearly there is uncertainty in the market about how the new CAP shopping restrictions should be implemented for certain groups of existing EGS customers, namely those on month-to-month contracts or those whose contracts are scheduled to renew on or after June 1.  RESA notes that in its letter, PPL appears to be taking the view that EGSs are not required to “drop” these existing CAP customers and return them to PPL’s default service.  RESA explains that if PPL’s assertion is correct and that it is the intent of the Commission to not require EGSs to “drop” these existing CAP customers, then RESA would welcome specific clarity in this regard from the Commission.  RESA asserts that additional clarity that EGSs are not required to “drop” existing customers would serve to address many of RESA’s concerns expressed in its May 12 Letter and provide a reasonable opportunity for EGSs to undertake the operational work necessary to comply, as existing EGS CAP participant customers would continue to be served under the specific renewal terms in the customer’s contract.  RESA May 17 Letter at 1-2.

Disposition

Withdrawal of pleadings, including petitions, in a contested proceeding are governed by Section 5.94 of our Regulations, 52 Pa. Code § 5.94.  Section 5.94(a) provides the following:

(a)  Except as provided in subsection (b), a party desiring to withdraw a pleading in a contested proceeding may file a petition for leave to withdraw the appropriate document with the Commission and serve it upon the other parties.  The petition must set forth the reasons for the withdrawal. A party may object to the petition within 10 days of service.  After considering the petition, an objection thereto and the public interest, the presiding officer or the Commission will determine whether the withdrawal will be permitted. 


Based on our review of the applicable law, as well as PPL’s Petition to Withdraw and the responses thereto, we find that it is in the public interest to grant PPL’s Petition to Withdraw.  The Company indicates that it has completed the system changes necessary in order to meet the CAP-SOP June 1, 2017 effective date.  By granting the Petition to Withdraw, we are preserving the status quo and following the original implementation date set forth in our October 2017 Order.  

		Although we are granting the Petition to Withdraw, we find it necessary to address certain operational issues that RESA has raised in its filings in order to ensure that PPL’s CAP-SOP is properly implemented over the next several months and years.  RESA appropriately identifies several operational issues that should be addressed in the implementation of the CAP-SOP to avoid damage to Pennsylvania’s competitive retail electricity market.  See Opposition Letter at 1-2.  These issues include lack of information on which EGS customers are receiving CAP benefits;[footnoteRef:2] how EGSs will honor existing customer contracts, particularly any cancellation provisions; how to maintain compliance with the Commission’s Regulations, particularly contract renewal provisions; and how to place all of these processes into operation.  Though PPL asserts that customers on month to month contracts need not be returned to Default Service, RESA has asserted that there is uncertainty on this issue.  While our October 2017 Order does clarify some of these issues relating to month-to-month contracts,[footnoteRef:3] it is still not clear what processes will be needed to implement these directives. [2: 	 	PPL avers this information was provided on May 22, 2017, but it is unclear, based on this averment, if the EGSs had an adequate amount of time to initiate compliance with our Orders by June 1, 2017. ]  [3: 	 	Our October 2016 Order addressed this issue within ordering Paragraph No. 14(i), which states as follows:

(i) PPL Electric will revise its CAP recertification scripts/process so that all existing CAP shopping customers receiving generation supply on a month-to-month basis after June 1, 2017 will be required at the time of CAP recertification to enroll in the CAP-SOP or return to default service, but in any event will only be permitted to shop through the CAP-SOP.

] 


	As PPL moves forward with the implementation of the CAP-SOP, we believe it would be prudent for the Company and the affected EGSs to meet with each other for the purpose of addressing and resolving any operational CAP-SOP issues and details so that the interested parties would be in a better position to coordinate the CAP-SOP implementation and compliance with our Regulations.  Accordingly, within thirty days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order, we shall direct the Office of Competitive Market Oversight to facilitate meetings with PPL and the affected EGSs, including RESA, to examine and resolve any operational issues that are integral to the implementation of the CAP-SOP.  Thereafter, within ninety days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order, we shall further direct the Office of Competitive Market Oversight to provide a status report of the discussions and the disposition of the implementation issues in this matter to the Commission.

Conclusion

	Based on the foregoing discussion, we shall grant PPL’s Petition to Withdraw.  Additionally, we shall direct the following:  (1) that, within thirty days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order, the Office of Competitive Market Oversight will facilitate meetings with PPL and the affected EGSs, including RESA, to examine and resolve any operational issues that are integral to the implementation of the CAP-SOP; and, (2) that, within ninety days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order, the Office of Competitive Market Oversight will provide a status report of the discussions and the disposition of the implementation issues in this matter to the Commission; THEREFORE,

	IT IS ORDERED:

	1.	That the Petition for Leave to Withdraw the Petition to Amend the Implementation Date of the Customer Assistance Program Standard Offer Referral Program filed on May 8, 2017, by PPL Electric Utilities Corporation, is hereby granted, consistent with this Opinion and Order.

	2.	That, within thirty (30) days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order, the Office of Competitive Market Oversight shall facilitate meetings with PPL Electric Utilities Corporation and the affected electric generation suppliers, including the Retail Energy Supply Association, to examine and resolve any operational issues that are integral to the implementation of the Customer Assistance Program Standard Offer Referral Program.

	3.	That, within ninety (90) days of the entry date of this Opinion and Order, the Office of Competitive Market Oversight is directed to provide a status report of the discussions and the disposition of the implementation issues in this matter to the Commission.


[image: ]BY THE COMMISSION,

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Rosemary Chiavetta
Secretary


(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED:  June 14, 2017

ORDER ENTERED: June 23, 2017
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