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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

February 5, 1999

To:
All Electric Distribution Companies and Licensed Electric Generation Suppliers


Re:
Docket No. M-00960890, F.0015


The purpose of this letter is to outline the Commission’s proposed resolution of issues regarding the provision of customer payment information by consolidated billing entities to non-billing entities and to invite affected parties to submit comments on these matters.  The Electronic Data Exchange Working Group (EDEWG) has specifically requested the Commission’s assistance in resolving these particular issues. 


Under the EDEWG’s Revised Plan submitted in September 1998 and approved by Commission Order adopted on November 4, 1998, an EDI 568 is described as a transaction set that “can be used to enable the transmission of a management report to provide the details of payments and collections made against funds obligated on contracts, orders, and other services.”  Revised Plan at page 13.  As further explained in the Revised Plan, the transaction would be sent by a billing entity to a non-billing party on whose behalf they are collecting and would contain collections information by account. 


As currently drafted, the EDI 568 transaction is used under limited circumstances.  Specifically, it is used only when the billing party (1) collects a full or partial payment on behalf of the non-billing entity and, (2) is remitting only those payments that have been received on behalf of the non-billing party.  Stated otherwise, the EDI 568 transaction is presently not being used when the customer makes no payment toward the non-billing entity’s charges.  Also, it is not in use in those service territories where the billing entity is making the non-billing entity whole for its charges, regardless of whether payment has been received from customers.


The issues that have been referred to the Commission for resolution are whether collection/payment information should be provided to non-billing parties under these two additional sets of circumstances.  Specifically, the EDEWG seeks Commission guidance as to whether a billing entity should provide this information to non-billing entities when the customer makes no payment and also in situations where the billing entity is making the non-billing party whole for its charges.  Further, a question has arisen as to whether the billing entity should provide 30, 60 and 90-day aging balances for each customer to the non-billing party.


Initially, the Commission believes that there is significant value in having the billing entity provide information to non-billing parties of the failure of a customer to make any payment, regardless of whether the billing party is remitting full payments to the non-billing party.  Absent the provision of this information, it would be necessary for the non-billing entity to rely on the lack of payment data in making a determination of whether to cancel a customer for non-payment.  In our view, it would be preferable for the non-billing party to receive 

affirmative information indicating that the customer has made no payment in reaching such a decision.  Therefore, the Commission proposes that in addition to providing full and partial payment information to non-billing parties, billing entities should also transmit data indicating that no payment for the non-billing party’s charges has been received from a particular customer.  That transmittal should occur approximately five days after the due date on the bill, and could later be superseded by a transaction showing that the customer has now made a late payment toward those charges.


Further, the Commission believes that the receipt of this data is just as important for a non-billing party who is being made whole by the billing party as it is in the situation where the billing party is remitting only the amounts collected from the customer.  Under the restructuring settlements providing for billing entities to make non-billing parties whole, that obligation may cease if the account is more than 90 days or three billing cycles overdue.  Assuming that the non-billing party continues to serve the customer in that situation, a split or dual billing scenario is utilized, resulting in the customer receiving a bill from each of the providers.  In order to make decisions about continuing to serve the customer after the expiration of the 90-day period or to make the necessary billing arrangements, the non-billing party should have information indicating that the customer is making no payment toward its charges.


We are aware that some concerns have been raised about the possibility of breaching customer privacy issues if billing parties disclose non-payment information to non-billing entities.   Provided, however, that billing parties share non-payment information relating only to the non-billing entity’s charges, the Commission is satisfied that the customer’s privacy would

not be compromised.  In fact, we note that under our customer information disclosure regulations at 52 Pa. Code §54.8, electric distribution companies and electric generation suppliers are restricted only from releasing private customer information to third parties absent the customer’s consent.  Since the non-billing party is providing electric service to the customer, it would not be viewed as third party and is certainly entitled to know whether the customer is making payments toward its charges.


As to the provision of 30, 60 and 90-day aging balances by the billing entities to the non-billing parties, the Commission is not convinced of the necessity for this transaction.  Provided that the billing entities are sharing “zero payment” data with non-billing parties on a regular and timely basis, it appears that the non-billing parties would have sufficient information with which to calculate and track customer balances.  To the extent that the non-billing party would wish to verify those balances, to ensure that they are in sync with the balances maintained by the billing entity, a transaction could be available to permit this type of inquiry on a monthly basis.


We understand that in order to implement the policies suggested in this Secretarial Letter, it will be necessary for the EDEWG to develop new transactions or modify existing transactions.  Although the Commission targets June 1, 1999 for the establishment of these protocols, we recognize that some flexibility regarding the implementation date may be required.  We specifically seek comments regarding possible options available for providing for the sharing of this information via electronic data transfer.  In addition to requesting suggestions as to new transactions that could be developed or changes that should be made to existing transactions, the 

Commission encourages the parties to propose temporary solutions that would enable billing parties to share this information with non-billing entities prior to the implementation of standard electronic protocols.


Comments concerning the issues and proposals outlined in this Secretarial Letter must be submitted to the Commission by February 19, 1999.  Following the receipt of comments, the Commission hopes to consider this matter at the public meeting of March 4, 1999 so as to provide the parties with the necessary guidance to promptly implement the Commission’s directives.







Very truly yours, 







James J. McNulty







Secretary

