The OCA claimed that the changes set forth in the United Intervenors’
Settlement are essential to provide for the development of a competitive market for gas
supply service for Equitable’s residential customers. The OCA maintained that these
revisions are fair to and create no burden on the Company, all the while making it less
burdensome for residential and small commercial customers to initially participate in

Equitable’s Customer Choice Program. (OCA Main Brief; p. 47.)

The ALJ recommended the adoption of Equitable’s Rule 11.1 and 11.2, as
modified. The ALJ reasoned that only through actual experience will the Commission
be able to evaluate and change Equitable’s proposed program. The ALJ concedes, how-
ever, that the rules proposed by the United Intervenors “read like a wish list formulated
to make customer sign-up and transfer as easy as possible.” (R.D., p. 69).

CNG filed exceptions to the ALJ’s recommendation on this issue. CNG
maintains that the United Intervenors’ proposed sign-up procedures should be adopted

by the Commission.

In its Exceptions, the OCA argues that the United Intervenors’ Rule 11.1
and 11.2 proposal streamlines and standardizes the application and sign-up procedures
for customers electing delivery service from Equitable. The OCA contends that the
United Intervenors’ proposal is supportcd in the record and is designed to make sign-up

as easy as possible while protecting the customer from slamming.

We agree with the OCA. The sign-up and service agreement proccdureé
modifications stated in the United Intervenors” proposed Rule 11.1 and 11.2, are in our
view reasopable and in the public interest. In particular, Equitable’s revised sign-up

procedures still require written applications submitted to the Company. In contrast, the
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United Intervenors Stipulation would allow for telephonic or electronic sign-up, in
addition to written sign-up, as long as consent is provided in a verifiable form which is
available to the Company on 24-hours’ notice. Equitable’s proposal would also
continue to allow the Company to deny service for unexplained reasons. Furthermore,
Equitable’s proposal would not provide essential information regarding their customers’
usage once they had signed up the customer. The provision of this information is

critical to marketers’ ability to plan gas supply for their customers.

Moreover, the procedures and requirements contemplated by the United
Intervenors” proposed revisions to Rule 11.1 and 11.2, are not overly burdensome to the
Company or inconsistent with.the spirit of open access and competition. We are
reminded that our authority to review and approve service applications as well as all
other matters related to service are proper exercises of our statutory auihoﬁty under

Chapter 56 of the Public Utility Code, 52 Pa. Code §56 et seq.
(b)  Rule 11.3 - Natural Gas Supply Storage

Equitable’s proposed Rule 11.3 provides that in the event of a natural gas
supply shortage that threatens Priority 1 Service, the transportation customer would
agree to sell its gas supply to the Company at the Company’s weighted average cost of
gas, and the customer would be required to provide some evidence of price to Equitable

upon request.

Under the United Intervenors’ proposed langnage on Rule 11.3, the
customer would not be required to sell its gas to Equitable if the customer was a
Priority 1 customer. Those customers that do sell their gas would do so at the higher of
the Company’s weighted average cost of gas or the transportation customer's actual cost
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of gas. If the customer is a Priority 1 customer, this section would apply only in the
vent of and to the same extent as curtailment of service to all Priority 1 customers

impacted by the gas supply shortage.

In response to fhe United Intervenors’ proposed Rule 11.3, Equitable
revised its Rule 11.3 to include a sentence to the effect that if the customeris a
Priority 1 customer, the curtailment shail only be in the event of and to the extent of
being applied to all Priority 1 customers. The only substantive difference would be the

J price the Company has to pay if it confiscates the customer’s gas.

The ALJ recommended the adoption of the Company’s revised Rude 11.3.
B The ALJ reasoned as follows:

The only dispute here is over the price to pay a Priority 1
transportation customer for gas diverted to other Priority 1
customers in the event of a gas shortage. The Company’s rule
requires it to reimburse the customer based on its weighted
average, surely set on the basis of ease of administration. OCA
argues that the customer should be reimbursed based on its
° weighted average or actual cost. I doubt the customer would be
transporting gas if the price were higher than Equitable’s
weighted average and therefore decline to recommend OCA’s
proposal, as logical as it may first appear. I recommend approval”
of the Company’s modified language. (Further Recommended
® Decision, p. 71).

In its Exceptions, Enron excepts to the ALJ’s recommendation, arguing
that the ALJ erred in assuming that gas would not be transported at a cost above .
* Equitable’s weighed average. Enron contends that the ALJ’s’ error should be corrected

to make Equitable’s provisions consistent with the Commission’s rules.

77



The OCA also excepts to the ALJ’s recommendation. The OCA takes the
position that the ALJ’s recommendation is based on the improper assumption that is not
supported by the record evidence. The OCA submits that marketers may be expected to
purchase gas at different prices throughout the year and the Company’s weighted
average gas cost may be lower than what a marketer purchases during the middle of the
winter. The OCA argues that it is the higher of weighted average cost or actual cost
that should be provided where the Company feels compelled to confiscate a
transportation customer’s supply. The OCA urges the Commission to adopt the United

Intervenors’ position on this issue.

We will deny the OCA’s Exceptions and Enron’s Exception on this issue.
Equitable’s Rule 11.3, as revised is reasonable and consistent with Commission’s rules
and regulations. There is nothing in the record to suggest that Rule 11.3 should be
further modified. Accordingly, we will adopt the ALJ’s recommendation on this issue.

(¢) - Section 11.6 - Obligation to Serve

In Appendix A to its Main Brief, Equitable accepted the United Inter-
venors’ propased change to Section 11.6 which provides that customers returning to
sales service from delivery service should be treated as any other applicant for service.
This recommended change was proposed by Enron’s witness Schellhammer. The ALJ
recommended the adoption of the Company’s Rule 11.6 as modified in response to the
proposal submitted by the United Intervenors.

In its Exceptions, the OCA submits that the United Intervenors’ proposal
on Rule 11.6 should be accepted in its entirety. The OCA points out that the Com-
pany’s revised Rule 11.6 does not incorporate all of the United Intervenors’ proposal.
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The OCA argues that this provision makes clear the circumstances under which
customers may return to Equitable’s retail service. The OCA adds that Equitable’s
revisions adopt the concept of the United Intervenors’ Settlement that delivery service
customers wishing 1o return to retail service are to be treated the same as similarly
situated customers applying for service for the first time. The only difference between
Equitable’s revised provision and the United Intervenors’ proposal, the OCA maintains,
is that the United Intervenors’ provision is tailored to deal with customers who hold
assigned capacity whereas the Company’s provision does not address the situation of
customers who do not hold assigned capacity. The OCA argues that it is reasonable to
require Equitable to take back customers who hold assigned capacity sufficient to meet
their requirements, but to treat customer who do not hold sufficient capacity the same as

customers applying for service for the first time. (OCA Exceptions, p. 34.)

We agree with the OCA’s contention. In our view, this provision would
prevent discriminatory treatment of customers wishing to take sales service and promote
the development of a competitive market for gas supply service for Equitable’s resi-
dential and small commercial customers. The OCA’s Exception on this issue is

granted.

(d)  Section 11.13 - Operational Flow Order

In its Rule 11.13, Equitable proposed that all customers be subject to the
Company’s issuance of Operational Flow Orders (OFO). OFO provisions are used
when, due to operating conditions such as extremely cold or extremely warm weather,
imbalances become operationally critical, and OFOs are necessary to preserve the
.systems operational integrity. (OCA Main Brief, p. 52.) If Equitable declared an OFQ,

suppliers would be required to deliver specified quantities of gas at specified locations
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into Equitable’s system at specified times. Rule 11.13 also permitted Equitable to
direct the flow of gas to and on its system in times of extreme operational stress or, in
the case of OFOs, “when undue cost shifting is occurring due to the failure of suppliers
to match deliveries to customers’ usage.” (Equitable St. 1-1 at 25.) In addition to
substantial economic penalties for violation, the Company also reserved the right to
suspend the customer’s or pool administrator’s delivery service privileges for up to one
year. (Id, at 25-26.)

The United Intervenors proposed to moderate this procedure by providing
a hearing and appeal process prior to suspension and by allowing the pool administrator
to set forth reasons that would excuse nonperformance. Equitable agreed in Appendix
A 10 1ts Main Brief to an informal “hearing” process before a responsible Company
representative and to an appeal process pursuant to the Commission’s complaint pro-
cedures. The Company opposed codification in its tanff of any excuses that would
imply that nonperformance could be justified. Equitable also opposed any tariff
language that would imply that suspension for nonperformance would be stayed .dur'mg
the pendency of a complaint proceeding challenging the suspension. The Company also
opposed the United Intervenors’ proposal that the Company’s action are subject to
Commission review pursuant to the complaint procedure of the Public Utility Code,
including an opportunity to obtain a stay of any suspension pending final resolution by

the Commission.

The ALJ recommended the adoption of the Company’s revised
Rule 11.13. The OCA excepts to the ALJ’s recommendation on this issue. The OCA'
argues that there are only two differences between Equitable’s revised proposal and the
United Intervenors position. First, the Settlement would include a provision that
provides that the degree of harm and the efforts to comply are to be considered in any
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suspension of a marketer for non-compliance with an OFO. Second, the United Inter-
venors ask that it be made clear that the Commission may stay a suspension of a

marketer because of non-compliance with an OFO. (OCA Exceptions, p. 35).

The OCA contends that the United Intervenors’ position is reasonable in
requiring the Company to consider real life circumstances in its determinaﬁon to
suspend a marketer from the system and in allowing the Commission to stay a
suspension. The OCA opines that the suspension of a marketer may be wholly appro-
priate, given the severe consequences for both the marketer and its customers, 1t is
appropriate that these factors be considered in a suspension and the Commission have

the ability to stay the suspension under appropriate circumstances.

We agree. The United Intervenors’ proposal is proper and reasonable.
We believe that it is in the public interest that Rule 11.13 be revised to incorporate the

modifications submitted by the United Intervenors in their Settlement on this issue.
(e)  Section 11.17 - Maximum Daily Quantity (“MDQ”)

Equitable’s filing anticipates that Equitable’s Gas Management Department
will determine each customer’s individual MDQ. No party addressed the definition of
MDQ or how a customer’s MDQ would be determined in testimony. As part of their
proposed settlement, the United Iintervenors introduced a formula for determining a
customer’s MDQ. (Equitable Reply Brief, p. 56).

As proposed, the same formula would apply to both residential and
commercial customers. The formula is 1.25 Mcf of MDQ per 100 Mcf of annual usage
during the last 12-month period ending September 30th each year. Implicit in the formula
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approach is the premise that all customers have substantially the same Joad factor. In
other words, that when 1.25 Mcf of capacity is reserved for any residential or commercial
customer, the customer will use that capacity to deliver 100 Mcf of gas over the year.
There is absolutely no basis in the record for assuming that the residential class and
commercial class of customers have the same load factors. In fact, the testimony of
Equitable witness Fapohunda indicates that commercial customers’ usage is not even
uniform within the commercial customer class itself. (Equitable Statement No. 14-1,

p. 4). Commercial customers should be excluded from the formula. (Equitable Reply
Brief, p. 57).

This section makes the MDQ equal to the customer’s estimated usage on a
design day. In the very next sentence, however, the formula calculates a customer’s
MDQ solely on the customer’s annual consumption during the last 12-month period
ending September 30th. Equitable believes th-at a formuia based on annual usage can
provide a reasonable determination of a residential customer’s MDQ, but that annual
consumption must be normalized to reflect consumption during “normal” weather. If not
normalized, the customer’s MDQ will go down following a warm winter and up follow-
ing a cold winter even though neither event is determinative of the cﬁs;tomer’s estimated

usage on a design day. (Equitable Reply Brief, p. 57).

It is also necessary to adjust the design day usage per 100 Mcf of annual
consumption from 1.25 to 1.30 Mcf. The figure of 1.25 Mcf does not accurately reflect
average residential usage under design day conditions which is approximately 1.5 Dth per
day. (Equitable St. No. 1 at 14, Equitable Reply Brief, p.57-58).

Finally, Equitable has added modified formula language to its proposed
Rate FPS as reflected in Appendix A of Equitable’s Main Brief in contrast to the United
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Intervenors inserting the formula into Section 11.17. 1t is appropriate that this provision
is contained in Rate FPS because the formula defines the leve] of capacity assignmerit for
residential customers and does not have general applicability to all delivery and pooling
services, a condition of Rule 11. (Equitable Reply Brief, p. 58).

The ALJ recommended adoption of the Company’s formulation of the its
rules as modified in response to the United Intervenors’ proposal. The OCA excepts-to
the ALJ’s recommendation, arguing that the ALJ’s rejection of the United Intervenors’
proposal is improper. While the United Intervenors agree with the Company’s position
that normalized annual consumption should be utilized for estimating the design day
usage , the OCA maintains that the 1.25 Mcf per 100 Mcf of normalized consumption is
the appropriate design day usage and should be utilized. (OCA Exc., p. 36). The OCA
claims that the United Intervenors’ revised language allows Equitable to determine a
specific MDQ for a customer if it would materially differ from the results of the formuta.
The OCA contends that the United Intervenors’ proposal is reasonable and should be
adopted. o -

Upon review of the record with respect to this issue, we will adopt the
ALJ’s recommendation. We agree with Equitable that the figure of 1.25 Mcf does not
appropriately reflect average residential usage under design day conditions which, the
record indicates, is the 1.5 Dth per day. (Equitable St. No. 1 at 14; Equitable Reply
Bref, p. 57-58). Accordingly, we will deny the OCA’s Exception on this issue.
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(f)  Section 11.18 - Customers Switching Suppliers

Equitable proposed a $10 administrative fee to be charged when a
customers switches gas suppliers. During the proceeding, Enron presented testimony that
the fee is inappropriate because it does not apply to customers within the capacity
allocation window and, in Enron’s view, Equitable has not documented a level of

incremental costs which would justify the administrative fee. In their Settlement, the
| United Intervenors proposed that a $5.00 administrative fee be approved and that it not be
applied to customers who initially switch from sales to delivery service. In response to
the United Intervenors’ proposal, Equitable agreed, in Appendix A to its Main Brief, to
exempt a sales customer’s initial switch to delivery service from the $10.00

administrative fee.

The ALJ recommended the adoption of Equitable’s formulation of
Rule 11.8 as modified in response to the proposals of the United Intervenors. The OCA
filed excepttons to the ALLT’s recommendation and argues that the switéhing fee should be
reduced from $10.00 to $5.00.

We will adopt the ALJ’s recommendation on this issue. In our view, an
admunistrative fee of $10 is reasonable and is not excessive. Moreover, we mHote that the
Company has expressed a good faith effort to compromise by exempting first time
delivery service switching customers from the administrative fee.. We agree with the
Company that an administrative fee should recover administrative costs resulting from
switching as well as discourage frivolous switching without unduly hindering competi:
tion. We believe that Equitable’s proposed $10.00 switching administrative fee would
accomplish both goals. We will deny the OCA’s Exceptions on this issue.
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()  Section 11.20 - Creditworthiness

Only Enron took exception to the Company’s proposed creditworthiness
standards in testimony in this case. Enron Statement 1.0, p. 20. Equitable responded that
with the exception of Enron’s proposal that pool administrators with a B+ or greater
credit rating would automatically qualify, Equitable’s standards are very similar to
Enron’s, only more specific. Given the significant credit exposure that the Company will
face related to capacity assignment liability to the pipeline for reservation charges not
paid by the replacement shipper, and from cash-outs, and liability to gas vendors for gas
purchased to cover under delivenies it is reasonable to require prospective pool operators
to supply specific data proving creditworthiness and to require that the pool administrator
maintain that creditworthiness. (Equitable Statement No. 1-2 at p. 29; Equitable Reply
Brief, p. 59).

The United Intervenors’ proposed tariff language on this section follows the
Enron recommendation but makes three significant changes. First, it would automatically
qualify a pool administrator with a credit fating of B+ or higher. Second, it permits a
pool administrator’s credit rating to fall without notification to Equifable. Third, it
permits a non-qualifying pool administrator, as opposed to the Coﬁlpany, to choose the
credit enhancement needed to qualify. Again, only the OCA briefed this issue, and the
OCA argued that the United Intervenors’ provisions are reasonable, do not present a risk
or burden to Equitable’s operations, and are desirable in the development of a competitive

gas marketplace. (Equitable Reply Brief, p. 60).

In Appendix A to Equitable’s Main Brief, Equitable agreed in large part to
the United Intervenors’ proposed provisions, but Equitable rejected their proposal in these
three areas. In light of the significant levels of credit to which Equitable will be exposed,
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any automatically qualifying pool administrator should have and maintain only the
highest, an A, credit rating. A pool administrator who cannot obtain and maintain an A
credit rating can still qualify to do business on Equitable’s system, it only has to provide
financial information showing creditworthiness. Any downgrading of a credit rating
should trigger notice to the Company, even if the downgrading is only down to a B+.
Finally, it must be the Company (the party at credit risk) and not the pool administrator
(the party exposing the Company to risk) who should decide upon the type of credit
enhancement necessary to make the pool administrator creditworthy. (Equitable Reply
Brief, pp. 60-61).

The ALJ recommended the adoption of the Company’s modified
Rule 11.20. The OCA objects to the ALI’s recommendation and argues that the United
Intervenors’ proposal should be adopted. The OCA maintains that the differences
between the United Intervenors’ position and the Company’s revised proposal are two-
fold. Equitable’s revised proposal requires that a marketer have an A credit rating to
qualify as marketer.on the Company’s system. The United Intervenoré take the position
that a B+ should be sufficient to qualify as a marketer. Secondly, the United Intervenors
take the position that the marketer should be able to pick one of the four specified credit
enhancements, while the Company proposes that.it should be able to pick the credit

enhancement.

The OCA contends that Equitable’s minimum A rating is too severe, and
that a B+is sufficient to qualify a marketer as creditworthy. The OCA concedes that
while Equitable should be able to determine when credit enhancements are required, the
marketer should be able to choose which of the specified credit enhancements it will

acquire.
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We will adopt the United Intervenors’ proposal on the issue of credit-
worthiness. We believe that the United Intervenors’ position on this issue is reasonable
and apprdpriate. Accordingly, we will grant the OCA’s Exceptions on the issue of
creditworthiness.

(h)  Section 11.21 - Standards of Conduct

In its Customer Choice Program, the Company proposed in Rule 11.21
certain standards of conduct to which pool administrators must adhere, addressing such
topics such as billing format, customer complaint procedures, notice prior to termination,
notice that Equitable is no longer obligated to provide service, and customer cost liability.
Equitable’s acceptance of some of the United Intervenors’ proposed changes are set forth
in Appendix A to Equitable’s Main Brief.

The United Intervenors also proposed that a new section entitled Marketing
Affiliate Standards of Conduct be inserted into Equitable’s tariff. This section would
rcquiré that the Company adhere to the Commission’s Policy Statemnent issued in Docket
No. M-00960838. Equitable opposed this insertion of a statement of mandatory
compliance with a Commission policy statement as unnecessary, arbitrary, and

discriminatory.

The ALJ recommended the adoption of the Company’s proposed
Rule 11.21 as modified in response to the proposals of the United Intervenors. Enron ‘
disagrees with the ALJ’s’ recommendation, arguing that the ALJ erred to failing to
require Equitable to adopt the Commission’s Marketing Affiliate Standards of Conduct.
Enron maintains that Equitable should compelled to adopt as its tariff language the
Standards of Conduct for LDCs and their marketing affiliates set forth in the Policy
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Statement Addressing Affiliated Interests of Natural Gas Marketers, Docket

No. M-00960838, entered June 9, 1997. Enron adds that Equitable acknowledged on
Cross examination that it would abide by the Policy Statement. (Tr. 332). Enron opines
that the Standards should be included in Equitable’s tariff to ensure compliance. ..

The OCA also filed Exceptions to the ALJ’s recommendation on this issue.
The OCA argues that the United Intervenors’ proposal is reasonable and should be
adopted. The OCA asserts that the Settlement includes, in substantive part, the
requirements specified by the Company in its revised Rule 11.21 as well as other
reasonable provisions which specify that bills be in compliance with the Commission’s
plain language guidelines, and provide phone numbers of the marketer, the Company and
the Commission’s customer hot line. The Settlement would further require marketers to
adhere to minimum payment period requirements of the Commission’s i‘egulations and
require marketers to provide notice of the consequence of failure to pay. (OCA
Exceptions, p. 37). The OCA states that the Settlement would also require marketers to
serve their customers through the winter period if the customer has insﬁﬂicient capacity

to meet their requirements and Equitable will not take the customer back.

The OCA urges the Commission to adopt the United Intervenors’ proposal.
The OCA posits that the United Intervenors’ proposal provides sound comprehensive,
standards of conduct for marketers.

Based on our review of the record proceeding, we believe that it is in the |
public interest to adopt the United Intervenors’ proposal on the issue of affiliate marketer
standards of conduct. In our view, the Settlement provides reasonable and appropriate
standards of conduct for marketers. We decline to adopt the ALJ’s recommendation on

this issue,
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()  Section 11.24 - Consumption Information

The United Intervenors proposed this new provision for Equitable’s tariff
that would require the Company to provide to the pool administrator individual customer
consumption data in a timely manner but not later than the date the Company’s billis
rendered for that customer. The information is to be in electronic form via Internet or
modem. The only testimony connected to this issue was CNG Retail witness Butier’s
assertions, buried in a three-page list of issues, that Equitable does not intend to share
meter readings electronically and that Equitable should be prepared to electronically-
convey billing information on a daily or by cycle basis. CNG Retail! Statement No. 1, p.
11. No party briefed this issue. Equitable Reply Brief, p. 62.

Equitable accepted in Appendix A to its Main Brief a new section stating
that Equitable will provide individual customer consumption data, including meter
readings, in a timely manner. Equitable rejected the United Intervenors’ proposal to
restrict the definitions of timely and the acceptable means of providing information.

The ALJ reasoned that the Company’s modified provision in response to
the United Intervenors’ proposal was appropriate and should be adopted. The OCA filed
exceptions on this issue. The OCA submits that while Equitable’s revisions would
provide customer consumption information to the marketer “in a timely manner”, the
Company has not agreed to provide it by the date the Company renders the bill or provide
it in an electronic form. The OCA argues that the United Intervenors’ proposal is |
reasonable and appropriate and should be adopted.
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We agree with the OCA’s contention. We believe that it is reasonable and
in the public mterest that the Company be required to provide to the pool marketer
customer consumption data by a specified date and in electronic form. We will adopt the

United Intervenors’ proposal on this issue.
(i)  Section 11.26 Through 11.29 - Miscellaneous New Tariff Provisions

The United Intervenors proposed four new tariff sections. In Rule 11.26,
the United Intervenors proposed a section stating that the Company agreed to negotiate in
good faith with any pool administrator with respect to the development and finalization of
any pool administrator agreement. The United Intervenors also proposed a section
outlining a dispute resolution procedure wﬁjch would require Equitable to act in good
faith to resolve disputes with pool administrators within ninety (90) days. Disputes not
resolved between the Company and pool administrators would be submitted to the
Commission for resolution. The United Intervenors proposed that the Company and pool
administrators meet quarterly to address sign-up, operating, and custoﬁ:lcr contract issues.
The United Intervenors also suggested that a section regarding a daily balancing

exemption for delivery service customers who are currently balancing on a monthly basis.

Equitable accepted, in Appendix A to its Main Brief, substantial portions of
the United Intervenors’ proposed Section 11.27 regarding dispute resolutior which
appears in Appendix A as section 11,24,

The ALJ recommended the adoption of the Company’s formulation of its
rule as modified in response to the proposals of the Settlement. The OCA excepfs to the
ALT’s recommendation. The OCA contends that the United Intervenors’ proposals are
reasonable and appropriate and should be adopted.
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We will adopt the ALJ’s recommendation. We note that the none of the
United Intervenors presented any evidence in support of the proposed new tariff sections.
In addition, only one party, the OCA briefed the issues, and only in summary form. In
our view, the Company has demonstrated a good faith effort to compromise by revising
its tanff to include some of the United Intervenors’ proposals with respect to dispute
resolution. We will not require the Company to further revised its tariff to include the
United Intervenors’ new sections. We will deny the OCA’s Exceptions.

9. Rule 12 Rules Applicable to Capacity Release

United Intervenors’s proposed Rule 12.1 provided that the Company will
make all pipeline capacity not used and which is not otherwise assigned or released
available to Pool Administrators and the marketplace in general. Rule 12.1 was proposed
for the first time in the United Intervenors’ Stipulation document. No party addressed
this issue in testimony, and no party mentioned it in its brief. There was, ;herefore, no

indication of the purpose for the ule. (R.D,, p. 82).

ALJ Nemec noted that under FERC regulations, Equitable is entitled to
utilize its upstream capacity to make off-system sales. The benefits from those sales
accrue to both the Company and to its Section 1307(f) ratepayers. Consequently, he
observed that the United Intervenors’ proposed language éppears to preciude such off- -
system sales and, instead, require that Equitable’s unused upstream capacity be made
available to Pool Administrators. (Id.). |

Equitable opposed the rule as unreasonable that Equitable and its ratepayers
would be so disadvantaged to the benefit of Pool Administrators. Moreover, it argued
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that it is unreasonable to mandate that all unused capacity be made available. Equitable’s
utilization of its upstream capacity impacts its gas costs and is always subject to review
and, in fact, is reviewed in Equitable’s Section 1307(f) proceedings. Therefore, accord-
ing to the Company, there is no need to mandate in tariff language what is to be done
with that capacity when it is not in use. (R.D., at 82 citing Equitable Reply Brief, pp. 65-
66).

On consideration of Rule 12.1, ALJ Nemec reasoned as follows:

Proposed Rule 12.1 1s internally inconsistent in that it
provides that all capacity releases will be made in accordance
with applicable FERC requirements (a provision that is
obviously unnecessary as part of a tariff since Equitable has
no authority to release capacity other than in accordance with
FERC requirements) but then goes on to state in the very next
sentence that all prearranged deals must be subject to an open
bidding process. FERC requirements provide that pre-
arranged deals of less than one calendar month and pre-
arranged deals at maximum rates are not subject to an open
bidding process. 18 CFR Section 284.243(e) and (h)(2);
Equitable Reply Brief, p. 66.

RECOMMENDATION:
- 1recommend the Rule 12 proposals be rejected. -
As noted by Equitable in its reply brief, the proposals are not
supported in the record and have not been briefed by the Ul
parties.

(R.D., pp. 82-83).

The OCA filed Exceptions to the R.D. on this issue. The OCA acknowl-

edges that this item was not considered in the testimony presented in this matter.
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We find no reason to consider Rule 12.1 further in light of the dearth of
testimony, its internal inconsistency, and potential conflict with FERC regulations. We

shall, therefore, deny the Exceptions of the OCA. The recommendation of ALJ Nemec is
adopted.
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V. 'MISCELLANEOUS ISSUES

A.  Authority of the Commission to direct Equitable to Involuntarily
Offer Unbundled Service -

At page 13 of the R.D., ALY Nemec addresses the question, implicitly
raised by Equitable, of whether it could be required, involuntarily to offer an unbundled
. transportation service, Referencing Docket No. P-00961138 (Recommended Decision in
the Nature of a Mediation Rgpon issued August 14, 1997, and the Public Utlity Code

Sections 501, 1501 and 1504, 66 Pa. C.S. §§501, 1501 and 1504, the presiding A1)
concluded that the short answer was “yes.”

Equitable filed Exceptions to the ALJ’s conclusion. Equithble reasons that
it was unnecessary for the ALJ to conclude that the Commission had such authority and
to “single out” Equitable for such unbundling, had not the Company voluntarily
proposed its Customer Choice program. (Equitable Exc., p. 4). Equitéble submits that

the entire matter is academic and theoretical and, accordingly, the Commission need not

address the issue.

On consideration of the Exception of the Company we shall grant it only to
the extent consistent with our agrecment that it is unnecessary, in light of the voluntary
proposal by the Company, to address the issue.

B.  CNG Retail Exceptions Regarding Transportation Rates

In Exceptions, CNG Retail presses its argument that Equitable has
calculated its rates contrary to this Commission’s regulations. We conclude that CNG
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Retail has failed to convince us that the rates have been calculated contrary to our

regulations and shall deny its Exceptions. -
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VL. ORDER

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. Equitable Gas Company may file a tariff containing the provisions of
its revised Tariff No. 21, effective upon one day’s notice, containing the revisions and

provisions approved in this Opinion and Order, to establish its Customer Choice Program.

2. The Stipulation proposed by United Intervenors is only approved to
the limited extent said provisions are expressly adopted in this Opinton and Order for

consideration and inclusion in the proposals incorporated into the revised Customer

Choice Program.

3.  The Stipulation on the Migration Rider to Equitable’s Tariff No. 21

is adopted and approved, and the Migration Rider may be filed with the tariff approved
above.

4.  The provision of Tarff No. 21 that proposed an increase in monthly
operating fees for pooling from $0.07/Mcf to $0.10/Mcf is denied.

-

5. The formal Complaints filed at Docket Nos. R-00963858C0001

through R-00963858C0008 are granted or denied as consistent with this Opinion and
Order.
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6.  Upon acceptance and approval by the Commission of the tariff filed
by Equitable Gas Company, consistent with this Order, the record at R-00963858 will be

marked closed.

BY THE COMMISSION,

James I McNulty ‘i

Secretary
(SEAL)

ORDER ADOPTED: December 4, 1997

ORDER ENTERED: DEC g & 1897
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PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
HARRISBURG, PA 17105-3265

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY PUBLIC MEETING-

COMMISSION , NOVEMBER 21, 1997
.ov. , NOV-S7-0SA-369*

EQUITABLE GAS COMPANY DOCKET NO. R-00963858

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JOHN M. QUAIN

Polling Issue #9 - ency Service
ng_

The Administrative Law Judge has recommended that Equitable
Gas Company ({Equitable) be permitted to continue operating as an
Agent for customers desiring to secure storage and upstream
transportation services. The intervenors hold a contrary view.

My position is that Equitable should be permitted to
continue to offer agency service, subject to certain conditions.
I believe the agency program should be treated as any other pool
operator on the Equitable system. As such, the pocl and its
customers shall ‘be subject to the rates, terms, and conditions
placed upon all other pool operators under the proposed tariff.
Further, this condition should apply to all new customers of the
agency pooel and to old customers which renew agency service
agreements. In this way, the agency poeol will not gain any
advantage over other pools.

Lastly, I would not limit the eligibility, nor 4impose the
enhanced reporting requirements reco by the intervenors.

/l-al. 9o A7 .

DATE JOHN M. Q ;, CHAIRMAN



PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Hasrrishurg, Pennsylvania 17105-3265

PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY PUBLIC MEETING -
COMMISSION , et al. NOVEMBER 21, 1997
V. NOV-97-0SA-369

EQUITABLE GAS COMPANY . ' DOCKET NO:'R-00963858

STATEMENT OF VICE CHAIRMAN ROBERT K. BLOOM

Before the Commission for consideration is the nonbinding Polling of the issues
. raised by the various parties.in opposition to the “Further Recommended Decision™ of
Administrative Law Judge Michael A. Nemec (*ALI™) concerning the Customer
Choice Program proposed by the Equitable Gas Company (“Equitable”). Equitable
voluntarily proposed this Program in conjunction with its general rate increase request
embodied within its Tariff No. 21 filed February 28, 1997. The parties agreed to
bifurcate the revenue related issues of the case from the non-revenue related issues
concerning the Customer Choice Program and early on in the proceeding submitted a
“Stipulation in Settlement of Revenue Requirement Portion of General Base Rate
Proceeding”., The Commission approved this Stipulation and the stipulated rate
increase allowance became effective on October 15, 1997,

The Intervenors in this phase of the proceeding entered into negotiations on the
elements of the Customer Choice Program and developed a “settlement” of the issues.
Their proposal, entitled “Settlement Between United Intervenors Regarding Retail
Choice Issues™ was filed on August 15, 1997. This filing was made three weeks after
the evidentiary portion of the proceedings concluded (July 25, 1997) and two working
days before the original filing deadline for main briefs {August 19, 1997). The
“settlement” includes proposed terms and conditions and a proposed revised taniff for
Equitable’s Customer Choice Program. This “settlement™ varies in substantial aspects
from the Customer Choice proposal offered by Equitable and in many instances differs
from the signatories litigated case. In certain instances, there is no record to support
the “settiement” position.

Equitable did not participate in the drafting of the “settlement™ and generally
opposes its adoption. However, Equitable in response to the “settlement” did revise
certain aspects of its Customer Choice Program within Appendix A of its Main Brief
dated August 26, 1997.

The ALJ did not consider the Intervenors' “settlement”. He recommended -
approval of the modified Equitable Program with one exception. The Office of
Consumer Advocate, CNG Retail Services Corporation, Enron Capital and Trade.
Resources Corporation, the Office of Trial Staff and Equitable have filed Exceptions to
certain aspects of the Recommended Decision.. The polling today is for the purpose of
addressing these Exceptions on an issue by issue basis.

I believe that the key to the disposition of this case is polling issue number 24,
“Can Equitable Be Required to Involuntarily Offer Unbundled Service?” 1In this regard,
I agree with Equitable and, as a result, do not support, nor will I participate in the



polling of this case. My Statement should be interpreted as supporting Equitable’s
position on each polling issue.

Equitable voluntarily proposed an unbundied Customer Choice Program
applicable to its entire customer base, This represents the first such full-scale natural
gas unbundling proposal to come before the Commission. All of the previously
approved gas unbundling programs have been designed on a limited pilot basis and the
Commission has approved such programs on an as-filed basis in order to test various
utility proposals in real world experiments. The exception to this was Equitable’s
Pleasant Hills proposal which was handied differently because that pilot proposal
applied to both natural gas and electric service, .as well as to other utility companies.
The instant proceeding ‘is not a pilot. It was filed voluntarily by Equitable prior to the
Commission recetving legislative authority to direct natural gas utilities t0 unbundle
their tariffs and to provide transportation service to small commercial and residential -
customers.

In fact, the General Assembly is currently considering the proposed Natural Gas
Choice and Competition Act, House Bill 1068 and Senate Bill 943, that will unbundle
natural gas utilities and that may grant the Commission the authority to order such to
occur. Currently, our existing gas transportation regulations limit delivery service via
a minimum volumetric requirement and via a maximum customer group requirement.
A prior Commussion initiative to alter its gas transportation regulations to remove these
limitations was soundly rejected by the General Assembly in 1996, Until the proposed
Act is passed by the Legislature, I believe it would be premature for the Commission to
alter certain aspects of the local distribution company’s voluntary unbundling proposal,
. against its will, there-by prejudging the Legislative intent included in the proposed Act.
The potential result may be Commission directed precedent in direct conflict with the
legislative direction.

Finally, I am concerned that the “settlement™ was not submitted in a timely
fashion. Rather, the “settlement™ was filed after the evidentiary record concluded.
Equitable has raised a valid due process argument. It is improper for this Commission
to adopt individual aspects of the “settlement”.

As a result of these concerns, it is my preference that the Commission approve
Equitable’s modified unbundling Program. While this Program may not be perfect,
Equitable has taken the initiative to put forward this Customer Choice Program and it
should be afforded the opportunity to succeed or fail. This decision is preferable to the
alternative approach, which would be to reject Equitable's Customer Choice Program.

JI=2/~ 7 | ZMX/ Al

DATE ’/ilOBERT K. BLOOM, VICE CHAIRMAN




PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSREPWRETARY'S OFFICE L
' Public Utility Commission

. - g - o, L".

; : : . . © o
PETITION POR PERMISSION TO FILE ) ' R 860351 ' !
TARIFF SUPPLEMENT ON LESS )  Docket No. : G
THAN STATUTORY NOTICE PERIOD ) - .

. i b\';l"-ij;“:;-:i:“JT
TO THE PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION: N nimy
‘ e k)

Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. ("Columbia”™) h‘raﬁy
petitions tRe Commission, pursuant to 52 Pa. CodeA§53.62, for v
permimsion to file aAtariff supplement on less than the sixty day
notice period specified in 66 Pa. C.S. §1308(a) and in 52 Pa.
Code, §53.61, and, in support hereof, avers the following: !
l. Columbia {8 a public utility Operatiﬁg eﬁtiroly
within‘the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and provides natural gas
serﬁice to the publié in portions of the counties of Adaams,
Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Bedford, Butler, Centre, Chester, .
Clarion, Clearfield, Elk, Fayette, Franklin, Fulton, Greene,
Indiana, Jefferson, Lawrence, McKean, Mercer, Somerneta Venango,
Warren, Hnshingtonl Westmoreland and York.

2. The names and addresses of Columbia's aitornbyn are

.48 follows: .
. X ) . - , |

Thomas E. Morgan . :

Andrew J. Sonderman P

'P. 0. Box 117 ‘ TDO(KETED

200 Civic Center Drive ‘

Columbus, Ohioc 43216-0117

. MAR1 11386
Michael W. Gang fﬁj
800 N, Third SBtreet 4
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102

3. Columbia requesats that the Commission grant
Columbla persission to file a Tariff Supplement to Columbia Gas

' Lo



P o ST ' .

ﬂf[ of P.nnsylvania. Inc. Taritt Gao - Pa. .U c. Bo 8. oltablishiﬂﬂ,

,Ean Bxpcrilcntal special Agency SQ;vlce (B s A.S. ) Rate Schodulo."f

-'to bo nftective on one s day notice. for a poriod of one yoar._

aubjoct to review and possible extension thereatter. The

E.B.A.5. Rata Schedule would enable Coluabia to acquire gas as.

agent for its eligible customers, applying an agency charge of
$.05 per Mcf and charging its currently effecéiva Rate DS charge
"of §.50 per Mcf. By virtue of this agency arrangement, Co;unbiQ
should be able to o?tain a highgr priority of transportation 6n
the pipeline system of Columbia Gas Transmission Corporatio; and
Columbia Gulf Transmission Company under the first come-first

served capacity allocation methodology of FERC Order No. 436,

YR

4. Attached hereto, marked "Exhibit A" and
incorporated herein by this reference, is the form of Tariff
Supplement Columbia proposes to file to establish the E.S8.A.8. \C
Rate Schedule.

5. Pu;niaaiOn should bé granted as raquea;od herein
for the following reasons: |

(a) 6n October 9, 1985, the Pederal Eneréy '
Regulatory Commission issued Order No. 436 at Dockst No. RMBS-1-
000, concerning "Regulation of Natural Gas Pipelines after
Partial Wellhead Decontrol.” 1In pertinent part, Order No. 436
provides éo: open, non—discriniﬁatory access to transportation
'larvice by participating interstate pipelines, either burluant to
blanket certificates 1lugad under §7 of the Natural GHI'ACt..OI

pursuant. to self-impleamenting transactions under §311 of the

Natural Gas Policy Act of 1978. Order Bo. 436 provides for the L




C e
allocation of transportation capacity anong potential shippers on

a first-come, first-served basis. FERC has n?bsoqunntly issued
Order Nos. 436-A and 436-B modifying and clarifying Order No.
436. ‘ . | | %
(b} On Dacember 13, 1985, Columbia Gag
Trnnlnii-ion Corporation (‘Colunbia Traﬁsnin;ion") and COlu;Qia
Gulf Transmission Company {"Columbia 6u1f“) filed bl;nkot
certificate applications to provide the open, non-discriminaiory
ttanuportatibn autheorized under” Order Nos. }36 and 436~A. During
the transitional pericd from November 1 through the date of
.acceptance;of the‘blanket certificates thus approved, Columbia .
Transmission and Columbia Gulf have been providing transportation
service under arrangements instituted .prior to October 9, 1985, '
and pufuuant to. new self—implehenting transactions under §311 of
the NGPA. ©On February 28, 1985, the FERC granted the 'reapéétive'
appliéations of Columbia Transmission and Columbia Gulf.
{c) Because Columbia Transmission and Columbia
Guif are the only major interstate pipeline system serving the
northeastern United States to have made applicatioh for blanket
certification to perform open, non—discriminatory trinaportntion
. né;vice pursuant to the federal orders above:refe;enced. and
bacaua;,of ;h; cessation of transportation sgrvlcd-broviounly
- being c;rried cut.by o;hef interstate pipeline systess presently
unuiiling to accept the open, ﬁonQdiscrininato:y access

raquirilents, the pipeline systems of Columbia Transmission and

Columbia Gulf have been operating at full capacity.’




(d) Because of the unwillingness of other
1nterst$te pipeliné systems to offgr open, hon-discriminatory
transportation pursuant to Order Nos. 456, 416-A and 436-B, end
users cur:enfly eiigiblo for transbortation ssrvice undef
Columbia'p Rate DS (Delivery Service) may not be able to obtain
interstate transportation of volumes of gas butchasad by end
.uners directly from producers th;ough the systems oi Columbia
Transmission and Columbia Gulf. The inab%lity to obtain such
transportation service by such end users is'producing. and will
continue to produce, economic hardship for such customeras,
potentiailblant closings and resulting loss of jobs with e
attendant adverse impact on the local economy in Columbia's

1

service areas. Moreover, Columbia's remaining customers will be

detrimentally affected by Columbia's loss of tranapbrxation ¢

revenues no longer collected by Columbia under Rate Schedule -
Ds. Unﬁek a settlement proposal submitted at FERC Docket No.
RPBE-14, gi'éi, Columbia is likely to have a more favorable
transportation priority thaq,some of its end users may have. As
explained later, until March 31 1987, Columbia will be in a
'poaitxon to share a portlon of its transportatlon pr;ority on the
systems of Columbia Transmission and Columbxa Gulf with its end
usersg, to avoid the detrimental etfects on all its customers just
described. : .

(e) The capacity limitations on interstjte
pipeline transportation facing Rate Schedule DS custoqéra as a

consequence of the first come-first served capacity allocation

methodology, as well as the refusal te date of additional “

(3]




interstate pipeline systems to adopt open, pon—@iscrinlnatory
tranaporter status under FERC Order No. 436, have unexpectedly
and severely curtailed the ability of such ;nd users to arrange | a
for the redelivery of volumes purchased direct from suppliers in
the int;ratate narketitor transportation and redelivery by
Columbia,. By virtue of the Bxperinenfal Speciai Agnﬁcy Service
Rate Schedule filed herewith, Columbia can use ita‘lo:o’favorible
access to interstate transportation capacity'to deal with these
extracrdinary circums*ances on an experimental basis. 1In so
doing, Colu;bia will retain transportation fevenuea which will .
otherwise be lost to alternate fuels bg maintaining exiating
tianuportgtion throughput.

(£) Within the last six wéeks, there has baen a ,
precipitous decline o0f prices in the world crude oll market, with
vurioﬁu grades of unrefined crudes décLining'ﬁy fifty-percant or

‘ 'néri. fhis rqpid1§ changing Qorld crude oil ?arket has already
been reflected in substantial reductions in the burﬁef tip ﬁrlce
of iﬁ-reuiduai fuel oil and #2 fuel oil. Columbia's ability to

successgfully compete with these sources of alternate fuels has

peen, and will continue to be, seriously jeopardized in the

absence of expeditious approval of the E.S.A.5. Rate Schedule
proposed herein. To the extent that exis;ing customers unde;_
Rate DS leave Columbia’s systeam to avail themselves of econoaic
opportunities in the_fucl cil spot -arkei. Columbia‘'s resaining
custopers lose the benefit of the transportation revenues which
Columbia will nd?longer collect under Rate Schedule D§.

’
{g) <Columbia proposes to implament Rate E.8.A.8.

LR T = N




on ono day notiee to avoid these undolitablo rnsultl in tha

public interest.. Rate E.5.A. s. is 1ntended to serve cunto-aru

B who nra cu:rently unable to obtn!n tranaportaf?on volumes at a '§' 

deliva:ed cont whzch is co-pctitive with alternata {uols.

;‘L. '.‘ (h) hColunbia proposes to arrange !or the

acquisition of gas as agent for such Rate DS customars. Each

month, Columbia will determine, using its biad procedure, the

+

_sources of spot purchases and delivered prices of such

supplies.

Colunbig will first ﬁurchase the lowest cost aupplfﬁs

for system supply 8p to level of volumes which Columbia‘s

requirements will permit, after satisfying Columbia's seasonal
commitment, pursuant to the settlement of Columbia Transmission's
consolidated PGA cases at FERC-pocket No. TAB2-1-21, et al.,. to !
purchase volumes from Columbia Transmission. The settlenen{
period runs through March 31, 1987. Wwhen additional higher coat
Bpot supplies are available, Columbia will acquire such volumes
as agent for end users and arrange for transportation. ~ Columbla
will charge, under Rate Schedule E.S.A.S., each end user the
average amount paid to obtain délivery of all such higher cost
additional spot purchases to Columbia‘s city gate, plus $.50/AE£
under Rate DS to transport the gas from the city gate to thae
customer. Columbia proposes to charge, under Rate Schedﬁle
E.S.A.5., such custopers an additional agency fee of five centa
($.05) per Mcf for its services in arranging for all higher coai
spot volumes acquired on behalf of the customer under Rate

Schedule E.S.A.S. The agency fee net of any applicable tax%l

will be credited to the Gas Cost Recovery Component of Columbia's

3




rato toz lcrvice to all retail cuutonata.

Thin Iill bo

acconpliahed by pn adjuatnent to tba 'B' !actor calculation ot”‘

-~

¢

P over/undercollections. Tharefore,'tho ptopoaad progra- ui;l havnv
'no adverue 1npact upon ;urindictioaal cuatonars. ana uill ptovido:
‘a bonetit through the credit .of the agency tees. net of tazes.
(i) Columbia proposen to execute an quacy
. Agreement (Appendix "B") with e#ch Rate DS éustoner.who ;eeku'
agency services under R;té E.S.A.S. Colunﬁia eiphanfieu that )
service under Rate E.S.A.S. will be available only te existiné . 2i-
Rate DS cuﬁtonera: ' -
WHEREPORE; Columbia Gas of Pennaylvania, Inc.
regpectfully requeats that the Commission grant it pernin‘ion to
file, on one day's notice, the Tariff Sdpplemént attached hereto

as Appendix A, inst’ituting an Experimental Special Agency Saervice

- . i
for all the reasons set forth herein.

N\

COLUMBIA GAS .OF PENNSYLVANIA, INC.

7 i v
, - By: %‘W T
h . Alan P. Bowman =

Vice President-Rates

-1

Thomas E. Morgan

Andrew J. Sonderman

P. 0.  Box 117

200 Civic Center Drive
Columbus, Ohio 43216-0117

Michael W. Gang
800 North Third Street
3 Harrisburg, Pennaylvania 17102

Counsel for ' ] » .
Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.

Dated: March 10,

1986




narrishurg PA. 17120

Commissioners Present:

Bill Shane, Chairman

William B. Smith, Vice Chairman
Joseph Rhodes, Jr.

Frank Pischl - :

David W. Ro;ka dissenting

The Columbia Gaa of Pennaylvania, Inc.
Bstablishment of the Special Agency
Service Rate Schedule .

ER mm | Documsm
= | _FoLDER

:BY THE COMMISSION: : .

On November 28, 1989, Columbia Gas of Rennsylvania.
"Inc. ("Columbia”) filed a petition requesting permission teo file
a tariff supplement, on one day's notiée, establishing lts'pre-
sently effective Rate Experimental Special Agency Service (”"Rate
"ESAS") as a permanent rate schedule, Rate Special Agency Service

{“"Rate SAS").

On May 30, 1986, Docket No. R-860351, the éommiasion
granted Columbia permiésion to file, on one day's notice, a tariff
supplement to Tarif , Gas-Pa. P.U.C. No. B offering, on an expefi-
mental basis {Junejai 1986 - Juné 3, 1987), Rate ESAS. Rate
ESAS would allow Columbia to purchase gas for its eligible cus-
tomers as an agent, and charge a 5¢/MCF agency fee in addition
to the currently effective Rate DS - Delivery Servica.

The one-year terms for Rate ESAS were tﬁen extended -
until June 1, 1988 and June 1, 1989 at the Commission Public-
Meetings of May 22, 1987, Docket No. R-870654 and May 26, 1983 5
Docket No., R-881002, respectively. 7
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The last term approved for Rate EBAS, therefore, has
expined Meanwhile, Columbia has experienced sustained dernnd1
for- this service and is expecting a continuing need to obtain '
f: - transportation gas for end users on interstate pipelinol.wﬂ
. Columbia, therefore, is proposing making the - Experimental Special
Agency Service a permanent service.

k.

With the exception of some language omissions for it
to become permanent, the proposed Rate SAS ia basically idantical
with the experimental Rate ESAS.

In support of its petition; Columbia has alsc made
the following statements: ‘ ' L.

Columbia's. SAS schedule was designed to permit Columbia
tc obtain interruptible transportation on long-line interstate
.pipelines as agent for end-users. Such interruptible transporta-
tion 18 made available to end-users only after Columbia has

obtained transportation of volumes needed for system-supply pur-
poses. ’ )

Columbia charges its customers 5¢ for each Mcf trans-
ported as a fee for the sgervice &6f obtaining traneportation of
the gas., This agency fee is credited as a reduction to Columbia's

- purchaaed gas costs,. thus reducing costs to all other customers,.

The SAS customer must pay all transportation charges

by interstate pipeline companies and must pay for transportation
on Columbia's system.

\

From its 1inception in 1986, Columbia’'s cﬁegoméru have
used the Special Agency Service to obtain transportatién of gas
on interstate pipeline companies.' From May, 1988 to September,

. 1989 the total volume of gas transported pursuant to thil nervico.
. is 3,272, 465 Dths. - ) S T - L 4'

[ £




Upon review of 'the petition, it does not appear éhié-,
the tariff changes contained in the proposed Supplement to bo' 
filed are unreasonable, wunlawful, unjust, or cohtrary to . the"
pubiic interest. This does not .constitute a determination of .
the lawfulness, justness, and reasonableness of rates and servica, ‘

proposed. . Rather, this is a determination that qusbénaiod'or--ﬁ'.
further investigation of the petition is not warranted at this

time; THEREPORE, oL ,
. F ]

b
IT IS ORDERED:

1, That Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc.'s petition '
-requesting permission to file a tariff supplement, on one day's
notice, to establish the Special Agency Rate Schedule is hereby

‘granted.

2. That this Opinion and Order |is without prejudice
to any formal complaints timely filed against Columbia's proposed

tariff revisions,

(SEAL) -
ORDEBR ADOPTED: February 1, 1990

ORDER ENTERED: February 2, 1990




PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION
Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265

Public Meeting held July 10, 1997

Commissioners Present:
Jokhn M. Quain, Chairman
Robert K. Bloom, Vice-Chairman
John Hanger
David W. Rolka
Nora Mead Brownell

Final Order Re: Guidelines for Docket No. M-00960890 F. 0011
Maintaining Customer Services at

the Same Level of Quality Pursuant

to 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D), and Assuring

Conformance with 52 Pa. Code Chapter 56

Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §280%E) and (F).

ORDER
BY THE COMMISSION:

On April 25, 1997, the Commission issued a Tentative Order which proposed
guidelines for maintaining customer services at the same level of quality under retail
competition, and for assuring conformance with the standards and billing practices for
residential service at 52 Pa. Code, Chapter 56. The Tentative Order established a
comment period ending May 14, 1997, and solicited public comment in regard to the
proposed guidelines. At the request of the Pennsylvania Electric Association (PEA) the
comment period was extended to May 29, 1997. Thirteen parties provided comments to
these proposed guidelines. A list of the names of those submitting comments is attached
to this order as Appendix A.



"The Commission appreciates the response it received and thanks all parties who
submitted comments. The instant order presents a guideline-by-guideline summary of the
comments. The proposed guidelines from the Tentative Order, edited to make the
language more directive, are used as headings. Any substantive changes to a guideline as
a result of consideration of the comments are discussed immediately following the
summary of comments for that guideline. The final guidelines as revised pursuant to the
discussion in the instant order appear in Appendix B to this order. Comments responding
to questions and issues raised by individual Commissioners in their Statements are
presented and discussed under the appropriate guideline.

Proposed Guidelines for Maintaining Customer Services at the Same Level of
Quality Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D), and Assuring Conformance with 52
Pa. Code Chapter 56 Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(E) and (F).

Summary of Comments:

Several parties made general comments about the guidelines. Enron Power
Marketing, Inc. (Enron) believes that, as Commissioner Robert K. Bloom specifically
requested in his separate statement, the policy “guidelines” produced by the Commission
as part of this document, should be made specific directives to which the EDCs are
required to comply before the first phase of direct access begins in January 1999.
Pennsylvania Power Company (Penn Power) supports the comments of the
Pennsylvania Electric Association (PEA) in this docket. Penn Power believes that many
of the provisions of the Tentative Order presuppose the finding in other pending dockets,
e.g., metering, quality of service benchmarks, etc. In addition, the duplication of effort
and potential inconsistencies with these other proceedings will inevitably lead to
confusion by utilities, suppliers and customers. Before final adoption of an order in this
docket, the Commission should carefully review whether it needs to create each specific
guideline rather than allow the appropriate working group to resolve the issues in a more
deliberate and complete manner. The Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) states that
the Commission’s current approach is a practical response to the deadline associated with
utility-specific restructuring filings that have already been initiated. The OCA supports
this approach and endorses the reliance on Chapter 56 as the definition of those consumer
rights and protections applicable to residential customers in a competitive market.
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project (PULP) expresses support for the product as a whole
and its goals.

Discu

Regarding comments by Enron and Penn Power, we wish 1o reiterate our view of
these guidelines. As stated in the Tentative Order, the guidelines are intended to assist



the parties in the preparation, litigation and resolution of the Restructuring Filings of each
utility by setting forth the Commission’s current.views regarding how certain issues
should be addressed in the restructuring process. It is our intention that the guidelines in
this order will be consistent with guidelines resulting from other proceedings. Where
appropriate the guidelines contain a cross-reference to other orders, rulemakings, etc.
The guidelines are intended to enable the parties to more efficiently focus on the relevant
factual determinations necessary to comply with the Electricity Generation Customer
Choice and Competition Act (Act). Therefore, we will retain the “guideline” approach
for use by parties in discussions of these issues in the context of each company’s case.

I. Statutory Requirement

The following general statutory requirements of the Act apply to the types
of utility/supplier/customer interactions that will occur under retail

competition:

A. Electric Distribution Companies (EDC), Generation Suppliers, Brokers,
Marketers and Aggregators must abide by the Standards and Billing
Practices for Residential Utility Service at 52 Pa. Code, Chapter 56. 66 Pa,
C.S. §2807(D) for Electric Distribution Companies; 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(B)
and (E) for Electric Generation Suppliers, and 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(F) for
Brokers, Marketers or Aggregators. As retail competition unfolds, some
waivers of specific sections of the Chapter 56 regulations may be
necessary. Absent a Commission waiver, all parties are required by the
Act to apply the Chapter 56 standards when they engage in an activity
covered by these standards. Therefore, all practices, procedures, policies,
and written material developed for the purpose of engaging in an activity
covered by the Chapter 56 standards must comply with these residential
service regulations.

Summary of Comments:

The OCA, PULP, Pennsylvania Electric Company and Metropolitan Edison
Company (GPU), PECO Energy Company (PECO), and Pennsylvania Power & Light
Company (PP&L) generally agree that some waivers of Chapter 56 may be necessary.
However, these parties recommend the Commission use caution, to maintain the
necessary consumer protections. PULP also states that it would be beneficial for the
Commission to emphasize that any party who requests a waiver has the burden of
demonstrating its necessity by clear and convincing evidence; and that the waivers would
be granted only under the most extraordinary of circumstances. The @CA has a concern
that the waiver process not be used as a substitute for generic rulemaking. The



Commission should not do in individual proceedings what it tannot do without public’
notice and compliance with the procedural requiremeénts applicable to change in the
currént rules. The OCA supports Commissioner Hanger’s observation, “Interested parties
should note that non-compliance or waivers from compliance with Chapter 56 will only
be considered to the extent that the protection is inapplicable to the service in question.”
PP&L states that any waiver must be applied to all parties to ensure fairness and to ensure
that customer treatment is consistent.

Enron on the other hand argues that the Commission’s application of customer
service standards established in Chapter 56 or otherwise must be applied flexibly. Enron
believes that the Commission should establish specific and expedited “waiver”
procedures to permit the implementation of alternative customer service rules when
necessary to respond to the special circumstances presented by the competitive market.
Enron states that the same provision in the statutory language which establishes a
Commission requirement that Chapter 56 standards “be maintained,” also provides the
Commission with the authority to “forebear from applying requirements of this part
which the Commission determines are unnecessary due to competition of electric
generation suppliers.” Enron recommends the Commission clarify that waivers of
Chapter 56 will be entertained to accommodate the dynamic competitive market and that
an expedited waiver or forbearance process will be utilized.

Di 10N

With regard to the concemns expressed by parties about waivers of Chapter 56
standards, we are satisfied that the current procedures for application for waivers
adequately balance these concerns. See 52 Pa. Code §5.43. Therefore, we will not
initiate any action at this time to alter these procedures. Concerning Enron’s point that
the Commission’s application of customer service standards must be applied “flexibly,”
we believe this concern is adequately addressed by the requirement at 52 Pa. Code §56.1
that Chapter 56 *. .. be liberally construed to fulfill its purpose and policy and to insure
justice for all concerned.” Accordingly, except for minor editing, no substantive changes
to the proposed guideline have been made.

B. Customer services must, at a minimum, be maintained at the same level of
quality under retail competition. 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D) and 2809(E). If the
Commission waives a provision of Chapter 56, and then alters it through
the appropriate process, the new standards or procedures resulting from
such action will maintain the same level of quality of customer services.



GPU,-UGI Utilities, Inc.- Electric Division (UGI Electric), and PP& L generally
agree that current service levels must be maintained. ' Enron states that the Commission
has obvious and legitimate interest in establishing procedures to assure that current levels
of customer service are not diminished by the advent of competition. UG Utilities, Inc.-
Gas Division (UGI Gas) asks how the “same level of quality™ has been quantified and
monitored in the past. Without benchmarks, what is used to determine a “level of
quality?” UGI Gas further states that, although there is a Tentative Order relating to
quality of service [Docket No. M-009608%90 F. 0007], certain data may be unattainable
given the timeline established by the Act. Since “level of quality” has been largely a
subjective measure, UGI Gas believes standards should not be promulgated but the
marketplace should be allowed to determine what standards are necessary.

Di o0 of .

This guideline will remain substantiaily the same in final form as proposed in the
Tentarive Order. While we recognize there may be some merit in the concerns expressed
by UGI Gas about determining level of quality of service, we disagree with UGI’s
characterization that level of quality is largely a subjective measure. We believe the data
on selected service elements that come from the proceeding relative to quality of service
benchmarks will enable the Commission to establish, with a reasonable degree of
accuracy, the level of quality of service prior to competition. Regarding the specific
Chapter 56 residential service standards, the history of application by fixed utilities since
1978 of the detailed Chapter 56 standards reflects a level of quality of customer service
functions that the Act both recognizes and mandates be maintained. The guidelines in the
instant order are intended to maintain customer services at the same level of quality by
aiding all parties in the development of policies and procedures which comply with
Chapter 56. If all parties implement practices which conform with Chapter 56 when they
engage in an activity covered by these residential service standards, then customer
services under retail competition will be maintained, at a minimum, at the same level of
quality. We also disagree with UGI’s suggestion that the marketplace, rather than this
regulatory agency, determine the necessary quality of service standards. The
Commission intends to fulfill its oversight responsibilities by developing interim quality
of service standards at Docket No. M-00960890 f. 0007, and then initiating a rulemaking
to set permanent quality of service standards.

C. The Electric Distribution Companies currently have the “Obligation to
Serve.” 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(E). For residential customers, this means that
during the “transition” or “phase-in” period at §2807(E)(2), they can
obtain supply from the EDC or Commission-approved alternative supplier



if they are unable to purchase, or choose to not purchase, supply froma " : -
" competitive supplier. See also 66 Pa: C.S. §2807(E)(3) and (4). Therefore, -

until the Commission promulgates regulations pursuant to §2807(E)(2),

the EDC shall continue to physically connect and disconnect service.

Summary of Comments:

GPU believes the Commission’s interpretation of Section 2807(E) in the Tentative
Order is somewhat ambiguous, and can be interpreted as stating that during the transition
period, suppliers can perform distribution functions. Such an interpretation is contrary to
the terms of the Act. GPU believes the Act mandates that the EDC continue to have the
full obligation to serve both during and after the transition period to competition.
Suppliers cannot perform distribution functions, but can only offer competitive
generation. PP&L states that as long as the EDCs have an obligation to serve and are the
supplier of last resort, they must continue to physically connect and disconnect service.

We.do not agree with GPU’s view that the Act mandates that the EDC continue to
have the full obligation to serve after the transition period to competition. Section
2807(E)(2) explicitly directs the Commission to promulgate regulations to define the
EDCs’ obligation to connect and deliver and acquire electricity that will exist at the end
of the phase-in period. However, the instant order need not resolve this interpretational
issue since the sole intent of the guideline in question is to clarify that the EDCs currently
have this responsibility to serve and, therefore, must continue to physically connect and
disconnect service. Accordingly, we have retained this guideline as proposed.

II. Options For Determining Which Entity Performs Customer Service
Functions

The restructuring process shall consider the following two options for
determining the level of interaction that each entity may engage in under
retail competition relative to specific residential service activities. These
options are potentially inclusive in the sense that a restructured EDC be able

to implement gither, possibly both, with suppliers. The options are
summarized as follows:

A. Utility restructuring plans shall demonstrate the Electric Distribution
Company’s ability to continue to provide customer service functions or
activities requiring application of the Chapter 56 residential service
standards. The primary basis for this option is 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D) which



provides that the EDC,:“. . . shall continue to provide customer service -
functions consistent with the regulations of the Commission, including
meter reading, complaint resolution and collections:”. Section 2807(D)
further states, “Customer services shall, at a minimum, be maintained at
the same level of quality under retail competition.”

Summary of Comments:

PULP believes that the Commission should specifically charge the Commission’s
Bureau of Consumer Services (BCS) with the responsibility to monitor all customer
service protocols developed between suppliers and EDCs and to monitor future customer
interactions to ensure conformity to Chapter 56. In PULP’s view, consistency of policy
may also be achieved by the establishment of a statewide advisory committee, appointed
by the Commission and made up of consumers, suppliers, and EDC representatives, to
review the actual implementation of all procedures in assuring that the quality of service
is maintained pursuant to Chapter 56. PEA and its member companies submit that
option II. A. above, is the only option authorized by the Act. They argue that Section
2807(D) is clear that the EDC shall continue to provide customer service functions
consistent with the regulations of the Commission, including meter reading, complaint
resolution and collection. This section ensures that customer service functions shall
remain with the EDCs.

iscussion of

Concerning PULP’s suggestion that the Commission specifically charge the BCS to
monitor customer service protocols and interactions, we believe the statute at 66 Pa.
C.S.A. §308(d) provides appropriate monitoring and reporting by the BCS of matters
brought to its attention by consumer complaints. Nor do we see the need to establish a
statewide advisory committee. If, in the future, the Commission determines there is a
need for parties to get together to review implementation of customer services
procedures, we will address this need as deemed appropriate, perhaps through the creation
of a working group made up of all interested parties. Accordingly, we will retain this
guideline as proposed.

B. Utility restructuring plans should provide for the contingency of allowing
suppliers to (1) render, at the customer’s request a consolidated bill that
includes both EDC and supplier charges, and (2) engage in complaint
handling. Provision of these customer service functions by a supplier is
dependent on the supplier’s ability to conform with Commission
regulations and guidelines applicable to these customer service functions.
The Commission intends that the supplier’s performance will, at a



minimum, maintain the same level of quality of customer services. The

- statutory bases for this option.are 66 Pa. C.S. §2803 (which defines
Electric Generation Supplier to include brokers, marketers, and
aggregators and recognizes that suppliers may engage in “related
services”), 66 Pa. C.S. §2804(3) (relating to authority of Commission to
unbundle other services), and 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(E) (relating to form of
regulation of electric generation suppliers).

Summary of Comments:

Extensive comments were made regarding this guideline. Columbia Gas of
Pennsylvania, Inc. (Columbia), Duquesne Light (Duquesne), PEA, UGI Gas, UGI
Electric, PECO, and PP&L believe the Act specifically provides two billing options and
does not provide for a third billing option. PEA and PECO do not believe that the
reference in the legisiation that the Commission may unbundle other services is sufficient
to override the directive in the Act that the customer service functions are to remain with
the EDCs and that the EDCs must continue to maintain its existing level of customer
service. PEA further states that the reference in the Act that the Commission may
unbundle other services is not specific enough to alter the clear language of the Act about
the available billing options. UGI Gas finds it peculiar that through the entire Tentative
Order, limited discussion or consideration has been given to the one key item which
makes the provision of quality of customer services possible, the utility customer
information system. UGI Gas notes that each year EDCs spend tens of millions of dollars
in the development, support and maintenance of these systems. Customer information
systems are the critical backbone to providing the one-to-one interface between a utility
and its customers. Changes to these systems, such as those which will be required to
implement the new paradigm of customer supplier choice, will, in UGI Gas’ view,
require significant time and investment and, for certain utilities, may require the purchase
of entirely new systems.

UGI Gas further notes that there are several areas of concern contained within this
order which, if adopted, will require the expenditure of millions of dollars in additional
information system costs, and potentially, make it impossible for some utilities to meet
the customer choice deadlines established by the Act. Of most serious concern are:

1) coordinated communications between EDCs, multiple suppliers, and several hundred
thousand customers, 2) allowing a supplier to provide a consolidated bill, and

3) application of Chapter 56 to receivables purchased from suppliers. UGI Gas believes
that options beyond those stated in the Act are best addressed and offered by each EDC as
these options can accurately be evaluated for cost and implementation timeline impacts.
Investments of $20/50 million dollars and implementation timelines averaging three years
are not uncommon for the development of information systems.



PP&L also points out'that EDCs have made substantial investments to develop their
billing systems; the cost to develop and maintain these systems still exists. PP&L argues
that allowing competitive firms to provide consolidated billing could-make it impossible
for EDCs to recover these investments. Such a result could drive up the costs for.
consumers and create redundant billing capabilities for the EDCs and the suppliers.
PP& I further comments that permitting suppliers to render consolidated bills would
require that the EDC develop and maintain interfaces to computer systems of many
suppliers.

PULP supports the thrust of these guidelines. However, PULP believes that
flexibility and variations in contractual relationships may lead to consumer confusion,
inconsistency of treatment, and ultimately unchecked abusive consumer treatment. PULP
states that in no event should the use of separate bills be employed as a method to prorate
the residential consumer payment thus causing greater levels of service termination.

GPU strongly disagrees that customer service functions such as processing
applications for service and customer billing should be opened to competition. GPU
states that opening customer service functions to competition at this time would
undoubtedly result in a reduction of customer service levels, which is strictly prohibited
by the Act and would not be in the best interests of customers. GPU believes that to
assure that customer service levels are maintained, all customer service functions should
remain the responsibility of the EDC. Moreover, GPU believes the Act places
responsibility for the provision of customer service functions solely on the EDC. Section
2807(D) provides that the EDC “shall continue to provide customer service functions
consistent with the regulations of the Commission.” Nowhere does the Act grant similar
authority to suppliers for the performance of customer service functions. GPU further
states that neither courts nor administrative agencies can add provisions to a statute
through interpretation that the legislature did not see fit to include. Also, practical
considerations also mandate that the EDC continue to provide customer service functions,
including meter reading, billing, complaint resolution and collections. GPU believes its
knowledge and experience puts them in the best position to respond to customer service
issues quickly, efficiently and cost-effective. Also, a customer may have multiple
suppliers over time, and may have more than one supplier at the same time, but the EDC,
performing all distribution functions, will always have a relationship with the customer.
EDCs will also have working relationships with all suppliers. Consequently, GPU
believes from a legal and practical standpoint, EDCs should continue to provide all
customer service functions.

The OCA recommends that the Commission continue to explore whether to permit
consumers to have the option of receiving a consolidated bill from their supplier. There



are numerous issues that need to be addressed before this option is approved.. One issue
is the coiiection of intangible transition charges (ITC} by the EDC (§2812(G)). In
addition, a consolidated bill, issued by the supplier will carry with it the obligation to
 receive, investigate and respond to customer complaints about that bill.

Enron believes that the Commission’s actions should use several seminal principles
as guides. First, every aspect of the implementation should open the markets for
electricity and associated products as fully and as quickly as possible. In this regard, the
Commission’s tentative decision to direct that three billing options be available from each
EDC, including the option that a customer could receive one bill and all associated
services from a supplier via a “supplier single bill option,” is consistent with this
requirement and absolutely essential if the benefits of competition will be realized to the
fullest extent possible. Second, wherever possible, the Commission should look to the
competitive markets to provide “market solutions” to customer service and billing issues,
rather than imposing regulatory solutions. Enron’s suggestion that EDCs and suppliers
be directed to implement “interconnection agreements” that would set forth the specific
procedure by which the two entities would interact, deal with mutual customer issues and
implement the Commission’s “three option” billing proposal would advance this goal.
Enron cannot emphasize enough the critical nature of allowing customers to choose to
receive a single bill from the supplier. Permitting a single bill is one of the primary
means of adding value to generation supply services, and will be a valuable and necessary
stimulant to marketplace development. Of all the many issues encountered by the
Commission in implementing the Act, none is more important to meaningful market
development than permitting customer choice for a single bill option.

Di : _

Regarding the legal interpretational issues raised in comments about this guideline, we
simply disagree with the conclusions reached that only EDCs can provide these customer
service functions. We submit that there is nothing in the Act that would prohibit the
supplier single bill option and supplier complaint handling. Although §2807(C)
recognizes that the EDC “may be” responsible for the billing of all electric services, there
is nothing in this passive provision or anywhere else in the Act that makes the EDCs the
exclusive providers of these customer service functions.

We believe that the Act’s reference to the EDC’s responsibility to provide customer
service functions under §2807(D) is intended to maintain the status quo and is merely a
reflection that the EDC must stand ready to provide these customer service functions.
However, concerning the two specific customer service functions at issue; namely, billing
and complaint resolution, we do not read this provision or any other provision of the Act
as excluding suppliers from providing these functions. In fact, we believe this

10



interpretation is consistent with the declared policy of the Act to create a competitive
market for the generation.of electricity. -

Concerning the practical concerns and considerations raised by parties about this

‘ guideline, we are not indifferent to any of these concerns. While several parties correctly
note that there are costs associated with developing information systems which allow for
the contingency of the supplier single bill option and supplier complaint handling, we
agree with OCA that such costs should be addressed in the Restructuring Filing of each
utility, just as other issues pertaining to this option can be addressed. Clearly, with or
without the third billing option, changes to information systems are necessary to
accommodate the requirements of the Act. We do not believe the obstacles involved are
insurmountable. We note, for example, that the water industry has for years exchanged
usage and billing information with sewer authorities. In at least one case, a major water
utility has over a hundred sewer billing agreements. We also recognize that questions of
both costs and timelines for adapting information systems differ for each utility.
However, we take exception to UGI Gas’ speculation that the imposition of these
guidelines has the potential to render many of today’s information systems obsolete. As
recently as our Public Meeting of June 12, 1997, we approved National Fuel Gas’ (NFG)
Tariff Supplement [R-00973974] which will enable NFG to implement a pilot program,
known as Energy Select, for approximately 19,000 residential and small commercial
retail customers. Beginning September 1997, these customers will not only receive
supply from someone other than NFG, but will also receive a single bill from the supplier
that contains NFG and supplier charges. NFG, however, will continue to perform the
meter reading function. In other terms, NFG will alter its billing practices in three
months time to accommodate exchange of usage and billing data with multiple suppliers.
We question whether NFG’s information system differs that significantly from other
utilities’ systems in its ability to adapt to multiple billing and data sharing arrangements.
As stated previously, however, the intent of this guideline is to aid parties in framing the
discussion of the issue in the Restructuring Filing of each utility.

We believe the central question relating to this guideline is: Will small consumers be
more likely to benefit sooner from competitive markets for the provision of electric
services by retaining the option in this guideline? It is our view that market development
to this set of consumers is more likely if, as stated by the OCA, we continue to explore
this option. While this deliberate approach may not be satisfactory to the parties who
believe this option should be available immediately to customers, we believe an approach
that initially focuses on impiementation of the two billing options explicitly set forth at
§2807(C) is necessary to maintain customer services functions at current levels of quality
as required at §2807(D). Accordingly, we have retained this guideline in the final order
so that all parties may continue to explore, in the context the Restructuring Filing of each
utility, the contingency set forth in this guideline.

11



ITI. List of Typesof UtilitﬂSupplier/Residential Customer Interactions

The following list constitutes the types of interactions that involve
residential customers and relate to the Chapter 56 service standards:

Consumer Information

Consumer Education

Application for Initiation or Connection of Service (New Connects)

Credit Determinations

Selecting a Supplier

Deposits

. Metering/Meter Reading

. Billing (Rendering Bills/Payment of Bills)

Complaint Resolution

Service Interruptions and Outages

. Requests to Discontinue Service
Termination/Payment Agreements

. Provider of Last Resort

N. Restoration or Reconnection of Service

ZERECEOTMHT O P

A. Consumer Information

The interim customer information requirements relating to
implementation of Sections 2807(C) and (D)(2) that result from the order at
Docket No. M-00960890 F. 0008 should be reflected in the operations of the
EDC and/or suppliers at the end of the restructuring process, according to the
specific type of interaction, the need to provide customer information, and
whether the EDC or Supplier, or both, provides the information.

Summary of Comments:

PULP believes that the use of flexibility as a result of differing contractual
relationships must also lead to increased review by the Commission of the disclosures and
explanations provided to the consumer. GPU advocates the application of the
Commission’s plain language policy to all material produced by EDCs and suppliers.

The plain language guidelines should be apptlied to all contracts for service and marketing
activities. GPU also advocates that the customer’s bill contain a standard pricing unit
(such as kwh), as well as listing transmission charges, distribution charges and generation
charges on the first page of the customer’s bill. Duguesne notes that there are numerous
operational complexities surrounding the billing format, information and data sharing
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issues covered in the Tentative Order on Customer Information [ M-00960890 f. 0008].
Duquesne recommends that consideration for these complexities should be given to-both
utilities and suppliers by providing adequate time to implement system enhancements.

- PECO comments that the customer interaction processes developed between the EDC
and suppliers are extremely important and will be vital to the smooth transition to
customer choice. They believe that it is difficult at this time to provide details about
gvery step of the interactions because many of the details require negotiation between the
various suppliers and EDCs. PECQ believes that it is appropriate to set guidelines for
interactions to ensure that compliance with the Commission’s regulations is achieved. It
is not possible to set guidelines or rules on the details of each interaction. PECO agrees
with the Commission’s objective to allow for “flexibility in the restructured environment
so that relationships among the EDCs and suppliers and their respective communication
among customers can be developed in a manner that best responds to the needs of
residential customers. . ..”

i on of C _

We will retain the broad guideline relating to Customer Information in the instant
order. This broad guideline instructs parties to develop operations which reflect
adherence to the Interim Requirements contained in the Customer Information Order at
Docket No. M-00960890 F. 0008. Regarding the general concerns noted in the above
summary of comments about plain language, standard terms, system enhancements for
data sharing, and EDC/suppler interactions, we believe these will be appropriately
considered and addressed in the Interim Requirements contained in the previously noted
Customer Information Order.

B. Consumer Education

The Commission’s Bureau of Public Liaison (BPL) is the lead bureau for
the Consumer Education Working Group. That Group is developing
recommendations on the implementation of Section 2807(D)(3) relating to
consumer education, The work product of that group is intended to be
implemented by the EDC prior to implementation of any restructuring plan.
Additionally, since the need for consumer education relates to all types of
interactions between residential consumers and the other entities, BPL staff
have been reviewing the work product of other Work Groups to provide
recommendations relating to consumer education.

13



PP&L supports assignments of the Comm1551on s Bureau of Public LI&ISOH as the lead
_ bureau for consumer education on customer choice.

D o1 of C _

We believe consumer education is extremely important during the period of change to
electric competition. In the context of the instant order, the intent of the guideline
relating to consumer education, while stated in very general terms, is that efforts of the
EDCs in educating consumers be consistent with the work product of the Consumer
Education Working Group. We will retain the guideline and encourage continued
participation by EDCs and other interested parties in the Consumer Education Working
Group.

C. Application for Initiation or Connection of Residential Service

The utility restructuring process should include procedures for the EDC to
continue to handle applications for new residential service, including the
actual physical connection of service as required at §2807(E)(1). The
procedures should guarantee that all suppliers receive uniform treatment by
the EDC relative to the applicant’s selection of a supplier. The procedures
should conform to applicable guidelines or requirements that result from the
work product of the Competitive Safeguards Working Group. Some
applicants will know their choice of supplier at the time of application. Other
applicants may require a list that contains an objective, unbiased presentation
of available suppliers. The EDC will need to provide all suppliers
simultaneously with a list of customers for telephone solicitation, unless the
customer indicates they do not want to be contacted in this manner. The EDC
restructuring plans should contain procedures to handle these likely
scenarios. The procedures should also include a method for providing an
applicant, if necessary, with default supply for a short time until they choose a
long-term-supplier.

We recognize that a policy may be needed which contains-the specific
requirements that need to be met if a supplier is aliowed to handie
applications for new service, including (1) compliance with Chapter 56, (2)
maintaining, at a minimum, the level of quality of service an applicant
receives from the EDC, and (3) the technical issues that must be addressed
such as timely information exchange and coordination of scheduling. The
need for timely information exchange and coordination of scheduling is
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- jmportant since, pursuant to §2807(E)(1), the EDC wnll stiil perform the
physmal counectmn

Summaty of Comments:

Columbia, GPU, Peoples Natural Gas Company (Peoples), Duquesne, PEA, PECO,
PP&L believe the responsibility for processing applications for service should remain
with the EDC. GPU further states that from both legal and customer service perspectives,
the EDCs should retain responsibility for the processing of applications for new service
and establishing service since they are customer service functions performed as part of an
EDC’s obligation to serve. Customer service levels would most likely decline by adding
a third party into a streamlined process. GPU, through the application process, ensures
that the customer understand the requirements necessary for new service (Act 222,
inspections and right-of-way information). The potential for erroneous information,
miscommunications and customer dissatisfaction all increase if suppliers are allowed to
accept and process applications. If a supplier is contacted directly by a customer to make
applications for service, the potential for anti-competitive activities may increase.

Peoples suggest a procedure which would require suppliers to provide potential
customers with a listing of the names, addresses and phone numbers of the EDCs in the
area and the applicants would be responsible for initiating the process with the affected
utility. Duquesne believes that applications for service can only be made between the
two contracting parties since they are legally binding contracts. Duquesne also points out
that the EDC must ensure that the residence is connected to the power grid, that resources
are available to make the connection and to assure supply, and checks to determine if the
request is a new application or a transfer of service. Duquesne suggests “one call” to the
EDC to establish the contract for service and the supplier that the customer chooses.

PECO states that since a customer is agreeing to be responsible for and to pay for the
service used, the EDC cannot initiate service without receiving authorization directly
from the customer. The OCA states that for the near term it seems more appropriate to
separate the application for service when connection or reconnection to the grid is
required. In the opinion of the OCA, a customer initiating entirely new service should
apply to the EDC for access to the grid, compliance with line extension rules, installation
of meter, etc. In the future the application function may also be handled by suppliers with
implementation by EDCs.

PEA believes it is essential that there be direct contact between the customer and the
EDC to avoid “slamming,” to ensure that account and billing responsibility have been
properly assigned, and to ensure the proper scheduling of the physical connection of



service.: PEA is also concerned that absent direct contact between the EDC and. -
applicants; the EDC’s credit determination procedure could be disrupted.- The EDC will
provide the customer with an objective presentation of available suppliers thereby. -
fostering one of the key goals of the Act, the opportumty to make a rational, mformed

~ choice among competitive suppliers.

PP&L further states that suppliers would not have access to the relevant EDC
information, such as workload and schedules. There may be unique requirements for new
service about metering or other infrastructure requirements that must be met before
service can be safely provided. As long as the EDCs continue to act as the provider of
last resort and maintain the “obligation to serve,” they must continue to handle requests
for new service. Allowing suppliers to accept request for new service requires the EDCs
to maintain interfaces to many suppliers. The additional costs that would be incurred to
develop and maintain these systems may not be recouped and would ultimately drive up
the costs to the customers.

PULP states that all applications for initiation or connection of residential service
must be subject to Chapter 56. PULP states that the Commission must emphasize that
suppliers, as well as EDCs, are required to connect and provide service to all who meet
credit standards under Chapter 56. No redlining, or other subtle forms of discrimination
are to be tolerated. The Commission should clearly and directly state that conformity to
Chapter 56 and the Act requires a supplier to accept for service all residential applicants
qualified under Chapter 56. Electric competition cannot mean that a supplier can hand
pick the customer to be served.

Enron comments that supplier should be able to accept orders for service from
customers and, upon the establishment of agency agreement with the customer, assure the
initiation of service at the customer’s location. They believe the Act (§2807(E)(1)) does
not mandate that only the EDC can provide “connection to the customer.” That provision
requires the EDC to continue to offer such a type of service while the EDC continues to
have a “full obligation to serve.” Enron believes that, at present, an acceptable option for
the initiation of services is to permit suppliers to take such orders and to act as the agent
liaison with the EDC to affect the actual physical connection of service. Where actual
physical disconnection of service or disabling of the meter is not done, however, there is
no need or requirement that the EDC be the primary agent, other than to accept billing
information on the change.

UGI Electric believes that customers should contact both the EDC and the supplier of
choice to establish service. Neither the EDC nor the supplier should establish service
with the customer for the other as this may lead to added confusion and potential for
“slamming.” Customers should be required, in all cases, to contact the EDC before
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electric service can be established in their name. Suppliers lack the construction and. .. .
engineering expertise necessary.to establish these services and make the physical
connections. Scheduling conflicts will arise. Each EDC has specific construction
standards and requirements that are unique to their service areas and must be followed.
Lack of local knowledge by the supplier, who attempts to provide new service
installations, will invariably cause costly delays for the customer and lead to his
dissatisfaction with the EDCs, supplier, and the Commission. It is important that EDCs
talk with each customer establishing service to determine the credit worthiness of the
customer. UGI Electric indicates that the EDC is responsible for termination of service
due to nonpayment. Unlike the EDC, a supplier can stop supplying generation at any
time with little or no consequence under the law or subsequent regulation. In addition, all
collection costs and regulatory requirements are directed towards the activities and
responsibilities of the EDC. UGI Electric feels the EDC is the supplier of last resort for
customers who [eave or lose their generation supplier for any reason. As a result, the
EDC assumes greater risks and responsibilities, and therefore, should be able to establish
the credit worthiness of the customer it is going to serve. EDCs should be prepared to
provide new customer applicants with service on an interim basis until they choose a
long-term supplier. Under the Act (§2807(E)(3)) the EDC shall acquire electric energy at
prevailing market prices to service these customers and shall be permitted to recover fully
all costs associated with this electric energy including reasonable administrative fees.

PFEA is generally opposed to a requirement that customer information be divulged
outside the company. However, due to the phase-in process, some mechanism will need
to be in place to identify for suppliers those customers who will be eligible to choose.
Any disclosure of customer names must be done only after having obtained customer
consent to alleviate concerns of customer confidentiality. The PEA companies believe
that the Act requires EDCs to be prepared to provide new applicants with supply on an
interim basis until they select a supplier. They would caution against a requirement that a
“short” period be established. They are concemned that a customer may be rushed into
making a less-than-fully informed choice of supplier. The customer should be permitted
to make this choice on his or her time schedule, unhurried by an arbitrary, Commission-
set deadline.

Peoples is also concerned with the Commission’s proposal to provide all suppliers
with a list of names, addresses and telephone numbers of customers who are eligible for
choice, unless the customer indicates they do not want to have this information released.
They believe it will be administratively burdensome for the utility to continually monitor
customer lists to ensure that only proper information is released to suppliers.
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PP&L agrees with the Commission that the EDC will need to provide the list of all .
suppliers simultaneously to customers. The EDC also should guarantee that all suppllers
receive uniform treatment by the EDC relative to the applicant’s selection of a supplier.

i fCom

We will retain this guideline with some modification. As with the guidelines on
Customer Information and Consumer Education, this guideline on Application for
Initiation or Connection of Residential Service is broad and cross-references work
products from other work groups. Essentially, the guideline directs parties to conform to
applicable guidelines or requirements that result from the work product of the
Competitive Safeguards Working Group, and the Customer Information and Billing Work
Group (Docket No. M-00960890 F. 0008). We believe the work product of these two
groups will address the concerns summarized above relative to privacy of customer
information, uniform presentation of information, and prevention of anti-competitive
activities. To address the concern raised by PEA about the phrase “short time” in the
guideline, we have changed the language to indicate that EDC procedures should include
a method for providing an applicant, if necessary, with supply on an interim basis until
they choose a long-term supplier. The final wording of this guideline retains the directive
that EDCs include in their restructuring filings procedures to continue to receive and
process applications for new residential service, including the actual physical connection
of customers. We have also retained the portion of the guideline that recognizes that a
policy may be needed relative to suppliers handling applications for new service. We are
retaining this portion of the guideline so that EDCs include this possibility in any future
considerations about changing information-based technology. Our current thinking is that
we will not revisit this possible option of suppliers handling applications for new
residential service until the Commission promulgates regulations pursuant to
§2807(E)(2). Finally, in regard to the recommendation by PULP that the guideline
“clearly and directly state that conformity to Chapter 56 and the Act requires a supplier to
accept for service all residential applicants qualified under Chapter 56,” we have not
accepted this recommendation. While we agree that suppliers must apply uniform
application standards which comply with Chapter 56 to applicants who meet the suppliers
load criteria, we do not agree that suppliers must apply these uniform standards to
applicants who do not meet the suppliers load criteria.

D. Credit Determinations
Suppliers are expected to treat all residential applicants who meet its
load criteria in 2 uniform manner according to the applicable Chapter 56

standards. Suppliers must abide by the same rules regarding credit
determinations that the EDCs must abide by so that there is a level playing
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field. The statute at Sections 2809(E) and: (F) is clear that suppliers are to
follow Chapter 56 and that includes the credit standards. If suppliers do not
have to apply the Chapter 56 credit standards, then some geographic areas
and neighborhoods may be identified and treated as poor risk. This may
result in complaints to the Commission from low-income consumers who are
turned down by suppliers despite their ability to pass the Chapter 56 credit
test. Such complaints would be contrary to §2802(10) which requires that the
Commonwealth must, at a minimum, continue the protections, policies and
services that now assist customers who are low-income to afford electric
service. Moreover, credit differences between EDCs and suppliers will work
to deny credit-risky customers, regardless of location, the opportunity to fully
participate in the market for competitive generation services, effectively
depriving them of the competitive choices the Act is intended to provide,
Suppliers applying the Chapter 56 credit standards can protect themselves
the same way the EDCs do by requiring a deposit in appropriate situations.
The Commission’s requirement that suppliers comply with the credit
standards under Chapter 56 does not extend a utility-type duty to serve to
those suppliers.

Summary of Comments:

PULP, GPU, Peoples, Duquesne, OCA, PEA, PECO and PP&L all agree that
suppliers must comply with the credit standards under Chapter 56. PULP adds one
exception to their support. PULP believes that the force and effect of the guideline is
undercut by the final sentence which removes “the utility-type duty to serve to those
suppliers.” In PULP’s view, suppliers may or may not be designated as the providers of
last resort. However, when they undertake to provide services to residential consumers
they are subject to Chapter 56 provisions relating to acceptance of all customers who are
credit worthy. Exempting suppliers from the Chapter 56 obligation to serve violates the
mandate of the Act and encourages discrimination, and redlining. PULP feels that the
Commission should make the distinction that suppliers have the obligation to serve those
who meet Chapter 56 qualifications.

Peoples interprets the Commission’s statement that, “The Commission’s requirement
that suppliers comply with credit standards under Chapter 56 does not extend to a utility-
type duty to serve to those suppliers” to mean that suppliers must serve an applicant if it
meets the Chapter 56 credit standards (e.g., no prior utility debt for utility service of a
similar type and a lease of one year), but is not required to serve an applicant with poor
utility service credit unless the customer satisfies one of the composite credit group, cash
deposit or third-party guarantors requirements.
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- OCA interprets-the Commission to say that if a supplier markets widely, it must apply
the credit rules uniformly and accept all residential customers who meet its load criteria
based on the credlt requirements of Chapter 56. - e

Enron believes this tentative policy requires substantial revision. It is both illogical
and unreasonable to apply credit standards developed for application in a regulated,
monopoly environment to an unregulated competitive market. Suppliers will be
providing service in a context in which every customer will have the opportunity to return
to the EDC (or other designated entity) acting as the “carrier of last resort.” A customer
whose application is turned down by a competitive supplier will not be denied access to
essential electric service; he or she will continue to be able to obtain service from the last
resort provider as long as the customer maintains appropriate payment arrangements
consistent with Chapter 56. Also, suppliers will not receive the benefit of the strong
payment incentive on the part of most customers to avoid potential loss of their electric
service, with all the attendant inconveniences and hardships that such a loss entails.
Enron believes that competitive suppliers do not have the “captive base” of customers to
whom they can allocate excessive uncollectibles. They believe that to be able to enter
and stay in business, suppliers will have to exercise the same prudent, fair and reasonable
credit policies applied generally by providers of competitive services in unregulated
markets. For these reasons, Enron believes that application of present Chapter 56 credit
standards to suppliers cannot be justified. Suppliers should be permitted to exercise fair
and non-discriminatory credit determination rules as any other competitive providers of
goods and services. The fair credit requirements applicable to competitive providers of
goods and service generally would prevent any potential for “redlining.” Enron requests
that the Commission’s final order specifically permit suppliers to exercise reasonable and
non-discriminatory credit standards, generally applied in commercial transactions in the
competitive markets, to determine whether a supplier should accept an application for
service from an applicant. At the very least, they believe that the Commission should
either interpret §56.32 or revise its application to suppliers to clarify that the following
standards apply. First, a supplier can refuse to accept an application for service unless a
deposit is provided if the applicant has previously contracted for service with a
competitive supplier and had service terminated or canceled for nonpayment in any prior
period. This clarification is also necessary to prevent the possibility that a payment
troubled customer might be able to “bounce” from supplier to supplier, leaving unpaid
electric bills that will have to be absorbed by the service provider. Second, if a supplier
elects to accept an application for service but requires a deposit in order to do so, the
deposit amount can be as much as the anticipated total electric service bill for all charges
that the supplier will be responsible for collecting (i.e., if the supplier is providing billing
and customer services the deposit would include those charges as well), and can reflect a
sufficient amount in order to provide significant assurances that the supplier will be able
to avoid significant arrearage (recall that if the deposit request is too large, the customer
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always can stay with the EDC or apply to another supplier who might have lesser deposit
requirements). Third, the Commission should specifically directthe EDC to maintain
information regarding supplier cancellation of electric service and-make that available to
suppliers upon the application of a customer to obtain electric service from the supplier.

No substantive changes are made to the final wording of the guideline relating to
credit determinations. By way of clarification in regard to the final sentence in the instant
guideline, we note that the OCA’s interpretation of this statement reflects our intent. We
expect suppliers to treat all residential applicants who meet its Joad criteria in a uniform
manner according to the applicable Chapter 56 standards. In regard to Enron’s
comments, we do not believe the Chapter 56 credit standards are properly reflected in the
first two of Enron’s three suggested clarifications. In its first suggestion Enron wants to
request a deposit if the applicant’s service has been canceled for nonpayment “in any
prior period,” whereas Chapter 56 at §56.32(1) sets a credit review period of similar type
utility service of 24 consecutive months preceding the date of application, and
§56.32(1)(ii) indicates that service termination for nonpayment is pertinent if the service
was terminated during the last 12 consecutive months of that prior service. Enron’s
second suggestion that the deposit amount be based on all services appears inconsistent
with §56.51 (relating to amount of cash deposit} which has always been interpreted to
require calculation of the deposit amount on the basis of anticipated or actual usage. In
regard to Enron’s third suggestion that EDCs be required to maintain and make available
credit information, we recommend instead that Enron do what the EDCs currently do;
maintain computerized records of skipped accounts to match against new supply service
applications, and use credit reporting agencies.

E. Selecting a Supplier

The Commission instituted a proceeding [L-00970121] relative to
Section 2807(D)(1) of Chapter 28. This begins the process of establishing
regulations to ensure an existing customer’s consent to a change of supplier.
Additionally, the Customer Information and Billing Working Group, noted
above, is developing interim requirements (Docket No. M-00960890 F. 06008)
to ensure that all parties provide adequate and accurate customer
information to enable customers to make informed choices (§2807(D)(2)).
Finally, the Competitive Safeguards Working Group is developing
recommendations for the Commission to address standards of conduct
between EDCs and unregulated affiliates, and to address any potential anti-
competitive activity by a supplier.
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The utility restructuring process should include consideration of any
proposed regulations relating to §2807(D)(1), as well as any requirements or -
guidelines that result from the work products-of the above noted two Work

Groups. '

Summary of Comments:

GPU is the only party that specifically commented on this guideline with general
agreement with the Commission that customers should be protected from “slamming.”

i ion

Since only one party submitted comment on this guideline, the general guideline about
“slamming” in the instant order remains essentially the same as proposed in the Tentative

Order.
F. Deposits

The deposit requirements at Chapter 56 are clear, and their application
presents no problem for the parties under retail competition. The
restructuring plans, therefore, should reflect conformance with the Chapter

56 deposit rules.

Summary of Comments:

Few comments were received regarding this guideline. GPU and Duguesne stated
they agree that the EDCs and the suppliers are to comply with Chapter 56 deposit
regulations.

Di 0 of C ents:

Considering the limited but supportive comments on this proposed guideline, no
substantive changes have been made to this guideline in its final form.

G. Metering/Meter Reading

The utility restructuring plans should demonstrate that the EDCs
continue to provide metering and, pursuant to §2807(D), perform meter

reading. While all physical activity relating to metering such as setting
meters, testing, calibrating, change-out, efc., are to remain EDC functions, the
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restructuring plan should allow for the option of customer choice of meter.
The cost issue relating to enhanced metering capability pursuant to §2807(A)
will be addressed on the basis of EDC responses to the information and data
requirements in Appendix A of our February 13, 1997, Order regarding
Electric Utility Restructuring Filings made pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2806(E)
[Docket M-00960890 F. 0003].

We also note that the Bureau of CEEP is the lead bureau for the Metering
Working Group. That Group is developing regulations at Docket No.
M 00960890 F. 0009 on the implementation of Section 2807(A) relating to
metering issues that may arise under retail competition.

The Commission’s intent regarding this guideline is that no matter how
metering services are provided, residential customers should have the
confidence that the level of quality will not deteriorate under retail
competition, and with assurance that these services comply with the Chapter
56 standards. In our view, Section 2807(D) requires the EDC continue to
perform physical meter reading, even for those customers who elect choice of
generation supply. However, nonphysical meter reading could be performed
by other entities.

Summary of Comments:

Columbia, GPU, Duquesne, PEA, UGI Electric, PECQ, and PP&L agree that EDCs

should continue to provide metering, meter reading, and all physical activity relating to
metering. Columbia states that if the company decides to outsource this function, it

should be required to provide adequate customer protections as mandated by Chapter 56.

GPU points out that utility meter readers are experienced in spotting unsafe conditions,
well as potential theft of service situations. Duquesne agrees that the EDCs should

as

continue to provide metering and perform meter reading. All physical activity relating to

metering such as setting meters, testing, calibrating, change out, etc., should remain as
EDC functions. Duguesne believes that the Act is consistent with existing regulations:
both clearly require the EDC to be responsible for provision of metering services.
Dugquesne also feels that the EDCs, since they are the one constant in an ever changing
market, are in the best position to assure that all customers have uniform access to
accurate, economic metering technology. The public’s need for reliable service is best
met by continuing to require that dedicated, knowledgeable electric metering
professionals of EDCs be responsible for the design, installation and operation of safe,
reliable electric metering services. Duquesne believes that the unbundling of metering
services is not necessary to achieve competitive objectives of the Act in restructuring
Pennsylvania’s electric supply industry. The role of the EDC in metering services will
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evolve from a function tightly integrated into the utility’s revenue collection process to a
clearinghouse role for customer electric consumption data. This will enable a free
flowing, open operating-environment for suppliers-and customers alike. In such an
environment, suppliers will be able to enter and exit the market and customers. will be
able to change suppliers without concern about metering. Metering will not be used as a
marketing device to discourage customers from shopping for a better deal from another
supplier. The metering accuracy standards should remain in place (Chapter 57). Trained
meter department staff of the EDC’s have in the past, and should in the future, be charged
with the responsibility of assuring honest, accurate registration and reporting customer’s
electric consumption. Duguesne believes that EDCs are in the forefront of metering
technology. They use a base of skilled, competent meter service engineers and
technicians able to solve complex problems associated with these sophisticated metering
systems. Further, the EDCs are better situated than any other entity to impartially bring
technological innovation to every customer within their respective service territories.
Existing utility security programs provide comprehensive deterrents to meter tampering
and fraud. These programs would be severely compromised if entities other than EDCs
are permitted to assume responsibility for metering services. Duquesne also states that
designing and installing safe, reliable metering is more complex than it appears to the
uninitiated. Improperly designed and installed metering can affect service reliability for
that customer and other customers connected to the distribution circuit. EDCs now use a
limited number and variety of very flexible muiti-function meters which are integrated
into their infrastructure to perform a wide variety of metering functions.

PEA feels that under the Act, the EDCs retain sole responsibility for all metering used
for billing including the functions of meter specifications, meter installation, meter
maintenance, meter testing and calibration, and meter reading. Customers can elect to
have more sophisticated meters used for billing, if that device is a meter type that is
compatible with the EDC’s electric distribution and information processing infrastructure.
If an advanced technology meter is installed for a customer with special needs, the extra
expense for the meter and associated supporting services should be charged to the
customer or supplier that requires and benefits from the advanced technology. Customers
who do not want or need advanced technology meters should not be required to pay for
them. PEA makes one additional comment in regard to the Commission’s distinction
between physical and non-physical meter reading. PEA believes that EDCs retain full
responsibility for meter reading, whether physical or non-physical, and in the exercise of
that responsibility, EDCs may, as business circumstances dictate, elect to subcontract
with another entity to perform these functions.

UGI Electric feels that with the EDC continuing to perform these functions both

customers and the Commission can have confidence that the level of quality of service
will not deteriorate under retail competition as well as assurance that these services will
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be performed in compliance with Chapter 56 standards. If a party other than the EDC is
permitted to supply a meter, then the party supplying the meter must be subject to the
same meter testing, calibration and change meter frequencies as historically performed by
EDCs. If this function is performed by other parties, duplication will only cause
increased costs for the customer with little or no benefit.

GPU also agrees that customers should have a choice of metering. Should the
customer require special metering, GPU believes they should own, install, maintain and
operate that metering. The supplier would pay the incremental costs of the meter, along
with the total cost of installation. GPU will not preclude a customer or supplier from
placing additional meter(s) on the customer’s side of the service, “downstream” of the
company’s meter, for additional services. GPU also believes that the meter reading, both
physical and remote, should continue to be performed by the EDC. Peoples believes that
the cost of a meter, as well as the cost of ensuring compatibility with the utility’s system,
should be the responsibility of the customer or the supplier. Duguesne believes that the
restructuring plan should allow for the option of the customer choice of a meter type that
is supported by the EDC. If an advanced technology meter is installed for a customer
with special needs, the extra expense for the meter and associated services should be
charged to the customer that requires and benefits from that technology. PECO proposes
that if a customer requests an advanced meter, and the meter is compatible with the
company’s distribution system, PECO will install and support the meter at the customer’s
expense. PP&L states that advanced technology meters could be defined as any meter
that has more capabilities than the meter typically used now for a particular customer’s
rate class. If a customer requires advanced metering to satisfy the billing requirements of
its supplier, the additional costs for the metering should be paid by the customer. As part
of the services provided by the EDC, a standard meter necessary to provide basic service
can be defined. The costs for this standard meter would be included in regulated service
charges. The costs of any advanced metering needs, beyond this standard meter, should
be charged to the customer. Suppliers and customers always have had the option of
installing their own sub-metering for monitoring purposes. To ¢liminate confusion and
provide for a single point of revenue measurement, the EDCs should continue their
regulated, accurate, and historically precise metering for revenue billing, reconciling, and
balancing of energy. Data measured at a single point using two redundant measuring
devices will serve as a source of controversy because inevitably there will be differences
in measurement between two devices measuring accurately within specified tolerances.
Measurements will both be correct, but not exactly alike.

Enron has submitted extensive comments in the metering/meter reading docket

[M 00960890 F. 0009] indicating that an essential element of providing full customer
choice is the unbundling and opening to competitive supply of metering and meter
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reading services. Enron believes it is important to note that the “supplier complete bill
option” is consistent with the unbundling and competitive provision of metering service.

Discussion of Comments:

Except for minor editing, this guideline has not been modified. The guideline retains
the general directive that all physical activities relating to metering are to remain with the
EDC. In our view the complexity of the issues surrounding metering, as well as their
direct link to safety, reliability, and the integrity of the system as noted in the comments
above, requires that the EDCs continue to perform all physical activity relating to
metering. By keeping all physical activity relating to metering under the control of the
EDC, this customer service function shall, at a minimum, be maintained at the same level
of quality as required at §2807(D). By means of a cross-reference to the metering/meter
reading docket [M-00960890 F. 0009], the instant guideline directs all parties to that
docket for the specific requirements relating to metering issues that may arise under retail
competition..

H. Billing (Rendering Bills/Payment of Bills)

1) The EDC restructuring plans should, pursuant to Section 2807(C)
allow for the two billing options set forth in this section of the Act,
One option is that a customer may choose to keep separate the bill
for services from the EDC, and the bill for services from the
supplier. The other option is that a retail customer may choose to
receive a single bill from the EDC for both EDC charges and
supplier charges. Since Section 2807(C) does not explicitly prohibit
an entity other than the EDC from rendering a single bill, the
restructuring plans should include procedures and timelines for
allowing suppliers to offer a single bill that includes EDC charges.
The plan should reflect any requirements that result from
Commission action on the work product of the Customer
Information and Billing Working Group (Docket No. M-00960890
F. 0008).

Summary of Comments:

Columbia, GPU, Duquesne, PEA, UGI Electric, PECO, and PP&L do not agree that
suppliers should be able to provide the single bill option for both types of charges to
customers. They believe the Act clearly provides for two billing options. The provisions
make it clear that EDCs retain responsibilities for customer billing. The statute does not
authorize a supplier to render a single bill for both supplier and EDC charges. GPU
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points out that an administration agency, cannot by interpretation, add provisions to a
statute that the legislature did not see fit to include.. Duquesne states unbundling billing
services will not result in significant savings since most of the costs are “sunk™ and not
avoidable. Unbundling of these services could deteriorate existing billing service to
customers. In addition, utilities should ensure that Chapter 56 billing standards and plain
language requirements are met.

UG]T Electric states that §2807(C) does not give the Commission the authority to
require that EDCs allow electric suppliers to render bills for the services the EDC
provides to customers. Billing for services provided by the EDC should continue to be
controlled by the EDC. To efficiently and in accordance with Chapter 56 prepare bills,
track receivables, and administer collections in the competitive environment the EDCs
will need to make major changes to their current customer information systems or install
new systems altogether. The same would hold true for the supplier if they were
performing the billing function. The estimate of time and financial investment necessary
to make these changes to the customer information systems are still being developed, but
are not small and will have a major impact on electricity prices in the future.

PP&L indicates that permitting the supplier to render consolidated bills would require
that the EDC develop and maintain interfaces to computer systems of many suppliers.
The EDCs have made substantial investments to develop their billing systems; the costs
to develop and maintain these systems still exist. Allowing competitive firms to provide
consolidated billing could make it impossible for EDCs to recoup these investments.
Such a result could drive up the costs for customers and create redundant billing
capabilities for the EDCs and the suppliers.

Peoples, with certain restrictions, is amenable to offering a third billing option to its
customers, which would allow suppliers to render the “total” bill to the customer.
Peaples is concerned that this third option may significantly increase administrative costs,
especially if suppliers are offering services on the utility’s system. Further, each utility
has its own billing system which may not be equipped to accommodate the supplier
“total” billing option. To help alleviate increased costs and to accommodate each utility’'s
system, one solution may be to leave the decision to the individual utility to determine the
feasibility and availability of this third billing option.

UGI Gas comments that the third billing option should not be included in any
guidelines, but should be an option pursued by each utility on an individual basis

allowing for the capability of each EDC’s information system.

OCA notes that there are issues, such as the collection of the intangible transition
charge (ITC) by the EDC, that need to be addressed before the Commission determines
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whether a combined bill issued by a supplier is feasible. The third billing option could be
a useful metheod for suppliers to build a relationship with customers and a vehicle by
which suppliers will market or bundle other products, particularly energy management
services, to their customers. Furthermore, customers may prefer a single bill and the
option of allowing a single bill for both distribution companies and suppliers is
competitively neutral. OCA states that the Act may not require a separate customer-by-
customer declaration of preference. Customers may choose their preferred approach by
selecting a supplier who offers either direct billing or billing through the distribution
company (or, if the Commission adopts the third approach, a combined bill from the
supplier). In other words, suppliers may market or present their product in part based on
this billing option.

Enron supports the “three option” approach indicating that this would provide
enormous benefits to consumers, and would be fully consistent with the Act’s mandate to
bring competition to the electric distribution market to the greatest extent possible.

Enron further states that enabling the three billing/customer service options to become a
reality, requires the Commission to do the following. First, direct all EDCs to establish
procedures to allow the three billing options. Second, unbundle billing and collection
services on the EDC bill and customers electing alternative billing arrangements through
suppliers should receive credits in the amount of the unbundled charge. The unbundling
cost studies submitted by the utilities in the electric restructuring cases contain more than
enough data to enable each of the companies to unbundle their customer charges
sufficiently to identify costs associated with billing and collection. Third, the
Commission must establish procedures to facilitate the “supplier complete bill option.”
Enron states that there are two alternative methods of establishing these necessary
standards. The Commission, using a working group/tentative order/final order -
guidelines procedure, as it is utilizing here, could establish standards for suppliers
wishing to offer a “supplier complete bill option.” These standards would include
additional bonding, deposits or other appropriate financial guarantees from the billing
supplier to provide assurances that EDC revenue, as well as state taxes, etc., when
collected by the complete bill supplier, will be remitted in a timely and appropriate
fashion. A second, and potentially more efficient, approach would be for the Commission
to establish a supplier complete bill option and to mandate EDCs to negotiate in good
faith with suppliers who wish to offer such an option to customers residing in the EDC
service territory. The EDCs would be required to enter into billing/customer service
“interconnection agreements” with interested suppliers. The format mandated by the
Telecommunication Act of 1996 regarding interconnection agreements for the provision
of competitive local services would appear to provide a useful model. If a supplier and an
EDC were unable to negotiate such an interconnection arrangement, or unable to agree on
certain provisions, those portions could be brought before the Commission for either
informal mediation or on-the-record adjudication. Enron further states that permitting
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three billing/customer service options endorsed by the Commission’s Tentative Order'is a
crucial and extremely important-step to delivering all the benefits of a. competitive market
to customers as soon as possible. Consistent with the Act and the Commission’s legal
authority, Enron urges that the Commission’s initial “three billing option™ proposal-be
adopted as a final requirement imposed on all EDCs and that additional implementation
provisions be directed.

Di ion of C _

We presented our position about the supplier single bill option previously in this order
under the discussion of the guideline II. B., relating to options for determining which
entity performs customer service functions. We will not repeat our prior comments in
their entirety, but we will reiterate some of the key points which we believe make it
appropriate, both legally and as a matter of policy, to sustain this guideline so that parties
may continue to explore in the Restructuring Filing of each utility the contingency of
aliowing a supplier single bill. Concerning the legal interpretational issues raised in
comments about the supplier single bill option, we simply disagree with the conclusions
reached that only EDCs can provide this customer service function. We submit that there
is nothing in the Act that would prohibit the supplier single bill option. Although
§2807(C) recognizes that the EDC “may be” responsible for the billing of all electric
services, there is nothing in this passive provision or anywhere else in the Act that makes
the EDCs the exclusive provider of this customer service function.

Concerning the practical concerns and considerations raised by parties about this
guideline, we are not indifferent to any of these concerns. While several parties correctly
note that there are costs associated with developing information systems which allow for
the contingency of the supplier single bill option, we agree with OCA that such costs
should be addressed in the Restructuring Filing of each utility, just as other issues
pertaining to this option can be addressed. Clearly, with or without the third billing
option, changes to information systems are necessary to accommodate the requirement of
two billing options at §2807(C) of the Act. We do not believe the obstacles involved in
making the additional changes to allow a supplier single bill are insurmountable. Further,
we believe it is in the interest of all parties for EDCs, in their respective Restructuring
Filing, to present the additional changes they believe are necessary to their current
information systems, as well as an estimate of the costs, to accommodate the supplier
single bill option. '

About the OCA’s comment that §2807(C) of the Act “may not require a separate

customer-by-customer declaration of preference,” we disagree with this interpretation.
The OCA’s interpretation of §2807(C) could result in denial of the right of an end-use
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customer to choose to receive a separate suppller blll 1f all- supphers in a customer’s area
choose to not offer direct billing. - R

Concerning Enron’s comments suggesting three steps the Commission should take to
make three billing options available, our current thinking is that such action is premature.
We prefer to. wait for the results of how the issues surrounding this option are addressed
in the Restructuring Filings before determining whether this option is indeed feasible,
and, if so, what standards may be necessary to make it a reality.

At this juncture, we believe small consumers will be more likely to benefit sooner
from competitive markets for the provision of electric services by retaining further
consideration of the option of supplier single billing set forth in this guideline. While this
deliberate approach may not be satisfactory to the parties who believe this option should
be available immediately to customers, we believe an approach that initially focuses on
implementation of the two billing options explicitly set forth at §2807(C) is necessary to
maintain customer services functions at current levels of quality as required at §2807(D).
Accordingly, we have retained this guideline in the final order so that all parties may
continue to explore, in the context the Restructuring Filing of each utility, the
contingency of allowing a supplier single bill option as set forth in this guideline.

2) In regard to application of partial payments, the restructuring plans
should direct how payments which are insufficient to cover all
charges should be applied. One manner of applying partial
payments is according to the following payment priority:

(1) Intangible Transition Charge (ITC) and Competitive Transition
Charge (CTC); (2) EDC Transmission and Distribution Charges
(T&D); (3) supplier charges for supply; and (4) non-basic services
charges. The other method of applying partial payments is prorata
application. The payment would be applied proportionately to the
categories of charges noted above.

Summary of Comments:

GPU, Duquesne, PEA, PECO and PP&L support the “priority” manner of
application of partial payments when there is no outstanding balance involved.

PULP believes that the first and foremost concern in the application of benefits must
be to assure continuation of electric service to the home. To achieve this, grants must be
applied in full to the account of one provider. That provider must be the one entity that is
designated the provider of last resort. This will most likely be the regulated portion of the
bill. PULP feels that grant payments as well as customer payments should not be
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divided, prorated or applied in any manner that would reduce the amount dedlcated to.
ensuring that service continue. v

GPU, Duquesne, Peoples, PEA, UGI Gas, PECO, and PP&L believe thatifa
customer has an outstanding balance with the EDC, payments received should be applied
to the agreement amount first, and the remaining dollars will be applied according to the
above payment priority method. GPU believes that any customer who chooses to receive
energy from a supplier, has an outstanding balance with the EDC and does not have a
current payment agreement, should be required to make payment in full, or setup a
payment agreement for the outstanding balance. If the EDC is not allowed to honor and
enforce the terms of existing payment agreements (company and PUC agreements), then
the Commission is de facto mandating arrearage forgiveness, and the EDCs are not a
placed on a level playing field. Peoples believes that Chapter 56 rules require the
application of partial payments first to balances due for prior utility service. Any other
priority given to arrearages would amount to arrearage forgiveness. Peoples states that
although the Commission has directed EDCs in the pilot programs to turn over pre-pilot
arrearages to third parties, Peoples believes the utility will lose the ability to terminate
service for nonpayment if third party collection efforts are used. Peoples believes that the
ability to terminate service is necessary to encourage payment. PECO proposes it cannot
deal with arrearages in any other fashion than to retain these balances on the ongoing
account. It is not possible to separate arrearages from the ongoing account because this
would, in all likelihood, necessitate writing off those arrearages because the probability of
collection would be virtually non-existent.

Columbia recommends the use of the following payment priority to apply partial
payments: (1) outstanding balances, (2) transmission and distribution charges, (3)
supplier charges for supply, and (4) non-basic service.

The OCA believes that the EDCs should be able to collect outstanding bundled
charges owed by the customer to the EDC at the time of full retail access. These prior
unpaid bills should be assigned the same priority as ongoing charges, but payments
should be applied to the oldest balance in this category first. This approach will allow
any financial assistance payments allocated to the EDC to be applied to this portion of the
customer’s account to clear arrears.

Enron notes that the priority order for applying partial payments only applies where
the EDC provides the single bill. A two bill environment and the “supplier complete bill
option” would not raise these issues. Enron expects that pursuant to the interconnection
arrangement between the EDC and the supplier questions concerning remittance of EDC
charges to the EDC would be resolved. Enron expects that it would be required to remit
such charges to the EDC whether or not Enron had actually received payment from
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customers. As agents for the EDC, Enron would be under an obligation to make such
payments whether or not it had received payments from-the customer, and would _ .
willingly comply with this obligation. Regarding “prorata” application of partial
payments, Enron comments that in the single bill environment they strongly support the
“prorata” application of partial payments. They believe there is no convincing reason
why any other charges should be given a priority for payment. Enron states that some
have argued, incorrectly, that ITC and CTC have some statutory “first call” on partial
payments, but in fact, the stranded investment recovery plans of the EDCs indicate that
ITC or CTC arrearage would in fact be recovered via a “true up” applied to all remaining
customers. Similarly, Enron believes the claim of some EDCs that the Act “requires”
that their charges be paid first is simply untrue. The only applicable provision
(§2807(C)(3)), merely states that the EDC is not required to remit to the supplier
payments collected on its behalf before it receives the payment for those services from the
customer. Distribution and transmission charges, without generation, will not heat a
single home and to the extent that a customer fails to pay or partially pays only generation
service, the threat by the EDC, as the provider of last resort, to terminate service for
nonpayment of T&D charges will most likely encourage the customer to make those
payments as well.

UGI Electric states that since the EDC has been identified as the supplier of last resort
and remains responsible for the collection of delinquent service charges, payments made
by the customer should be applied in the following priority: (1) current billing period
competitive charges (CTC)/intangible transition charges (ITC); (2) delinquent CTC/ITC;
(3) current billing period transmission and distribution charges; (4) delinquent
transmission and distribution charges; (5) current billing period supplier charges;

(6) delinquent supplier charges; (7) current period charges for non-basic services, and

(8) delinquent charges for non-basic services. UGI Electric believes that the transition to
full retail competition should have no effect on the treatment of outstanding balances
owed by the customer to the EDC. Chapter 56 regulations will still apply and require the
customer to pay the overdue balance, make the necessary payment arrangements, or face
the possibility of having service terminated.

Dugquesne states that prorata application would be difficult, if not impossible to
administer and would eliminate the optional payment programs (monthly option of
paying budget or account balance).

Discussi
We agree with the majority of those commenting that the *priority” method of

applying partial payments is preferable to the “prorata” method, particularly in terms of
administering the process and complying with applicable Chapter 56 provisions at
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52 Pa. Code §56.23 and §56.24. We agree with the comments that advocate that EDCs be
able to collect outstanding charges owed at the time of full retail access. Finally, PECO
correctly points to the need to set forth guidelines for applying payments for two types of
situations: customers with no outstanding balance, and customers with an outstanding
balance. The final guideline, therefore, will reflect the following two priorities of
application of payment methods:

e For a customer who has a pre-retail access balance the payment should be applied by
the EDC as follows: (1) outstanding pre-retail access balance or the installment
amount for a payment agreement on this amount; (2) intangible transition charge
(ITC) and competitive transition charge (CTC); (3) EDC transmission and distribution
charges (T&D); (4) supply charges; and (5) non-basic services charges. If the
customer’s account develops a post-retail access balance, partial payments should be
applied to the pre-retail access balance, according to the terms of the pre-retail access
payment agreement, before being applied to any other outstanding post-retail access
charges.

e For a customer with no pre-retail access but with a post-retail access balance the
payment should be applied by the EDC as follows: (1) balance due for prior ITC,
CTC and T&D service; (2) ITC and CTC; (3) T&D; (4) balance due for prior supply
charges; (5) supply charges, and (6) non-basic services.

I. Complaint Resolution

The EDC restructuring plans should include procedures for complaint
resolution that conform with the Chapter 56 dispute provisions; allow
customers to deal directly with the party responsible for the service in
question, and ensure appropriate referral and exchange of data and other
information.

Summary of Comments:

GPU, Peoples, Duquesne, OCA, PEA, UGI Electric, PECO, and PP&L agree with
this proposed guideline. GPU is committed to developing appropriate protocols for
exchange of data and other information with suppliers to ensure efficient handling of
customer complaints. Peoples believes that certain procedures must be in place to ensure
that the complaints are processed timely and efficiently and by the proper party.
Immediate notification, possibly by fax, to the other party along with pertinent
information should be among the necessary requirements. As for BCS complaints,
Peoples believes that complaints should be segregated by the BCS between utility and
supplier. The responsibility of resolving supplier-related complaints should rest solely on
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the supplier. Duquesne further states that if a-complaint involves both EDC and supplier,
the party contacted initially should take the lead in responding to-the complaint and - - .
advise the other party of the complaint. - The details of this interaction and coordination
and integration of the dispute reports should be detailed in the restructuring plans.

PEA and its member companies also agree that each company must establish procedures
with the suppliers in its service territory to handie misdirected calls or complaints that
address both supplier services and EDC services. The specifics of the procedures will
vary among companies and suppliers. The general standard that must be met will still be
Chapter 56 which addresses how a customer inquiry and dispute must be handled. UGI
Electric further states that these requirements should not, however, preclude an EDC and
a supplier from reaching an agreement, both financial and procedural, that would allow an
EDC to handle customer questions and complaints on behalf of the supplier as this may
allow proper complaint resolution under Chapter 56 without the added expense to the
customer of double handling of complaints. PECO states that EDCs and suppliers will
have to establish protocols and contract terms, using Chapter 56 procedures and
appropriate time limitations, to handle misdirected disputes to ensure timely responses to
customers and the Commission.

Enron states that the Commission endorsed the process by which EDCs and suppliers
would work out the procedures for interaction to handle customer complaints. This
interaction could be part of the “interconnection agreement’ negotiations suggested by
Enron to arrive at procedures to enable the establishment of suppliers’ single bill option.
Since both parties will be subject generally to Chapter 56 requirements and will be in
violation of its provisions, if adequate procedures are not established, this process of
allowing market participants to arrive at reasonable procedures is adequate and
reasonable. The PUC should make clear that it will remain available to adjudicate or
resolve issues that cannot be worked out amicably.

Di on of C .

The final guideline in regard to complaint resolution will retain the same wording as
presented in the Tentative Order. We will not attempt to develop one standard set of
procedures for complaint resolution. Instead, we will allow the parties flexibility to
develop a process that works best for the each EDC/supplier relationship. We remind all
parties that the procedures worked out must conform with the Chapter 56 dispute
standards. To help ensure that the procedures developed by EDCs and suppliers comply
with 52 Pa. Code Chapter 56, we have added an additional sentence to the guideline
offering the option of having our Bureau of Consumer Services review procedures for
compliance with 52 Pa. Code, §56.151, §56.152 and any other provisions which may
relate to the proper handling of disputes.
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J. Service Interruptions and Qutages

The restructuring plans should reflect compliance with 52 Pa. Code §56.71
(relating to interruption of service), as well as any requirements that result
from the above noted tentative order regarding Quality of Service
Benchmarks and Standards [M-00960890 F. 0007], and any guidelines that
result from the work product of the Reliability Working Group.

Summary of Comments:

GPU and PP&L agree with this portion of Tentative Order regarding service
interruption and outages. There were no comments suggesting changes to this guideline.

In light of the limited but supportive comments regarding this guideline, the wording
of the guideline regarding service interruptions and outages remains essentially the same
as presented in the Tentative Order.

K. Requests to Discontinue Service

The restructuring process should reflect consideration of the following
guidelines:

1) The EDCs shall be responsible for ending the physical delivery of
service. Currently, the EDCs process requests of this nature within
seven days to comply with 52 Pa. Code §56.16(a), unless the
ratepayer requests a date later than seven days from the date of the
request. To maintain this time frame, thereby maintaining the same
level of quality of service, the EDCs and suppliers must design
procedures that result in the exchange of information to meet the
seven day time frame.

2) Consumer information and education should attempt to direct the
customer to the EDC to request discontinuance of service to help
ensure that the EDC continues to process these types of requests as
timely as in the past. When customers contact the supplier instead
of the EDC, as some customers inevitably will, the procedures must
include a process for quick notification to the EDC,
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3) The procedures implemented by both the EDC and suppliers should
include steps to ensure proper identification of the type of
residential account so that the proper Chapter 56 procedures are
followed. Essentially, there are three types of residential
discontinuance requests: (1) requests to discontinue service ata
single meter dwelling and the premises will be unoccupied as of the
date of discontinuance; (2) requests for discontinuance at a single
meter multifamily residence where the premises will be occupied as
of the date of discontinuance; and (3) requests where the ratepayer
is a landlord-ratepayer.

4) The procedures must ensure coordination between the EDC and
suppliers so that basic customer functions such as accurate final
billing are covered.

Summary of Comments:

GPU, OCA, PECO, UGI Gas, UGI Electric, PP&L and Columbia agree that the
EDC should be responsible for discontinuing physical delivery of service. Also they
indicate that Commission regulations relating to discontinuance of service should
continue to apply and that there must be coordination between the EDC and the supplier
when a customer requests discontinuance. The OCA suggests that the Commission’s
guidelines should distinguish between a customer’s request to discontinue service at a
current location from a customer’s request to discontinue a particular supplier. EDCs will
receive both requests and should carefully distinguish between them in their interactions
with customers. UGI Gas prefers that the EDC be the first point of contact to allow for
scheduling to meet the customer request. Should the supplier be the first contact, then the
supplier must ensure the proper identification of the type of residential account so
Chapter 56 procedures are followed, and immediately notify the EDC in order to meet the
seven day rule outlined in §56.16(a). UGI Electric believes that the EDC should be the
customer’s first point of contact when they want electric service discontinued. The
customer should also be required to advise their supplier when they are disconnecting
service. Neither the EDC nor the supplier should be responsible for notifying the other of
a customer’s request to discontinue service. There will be occasions when customers
notify their supplier about service discontinuance but fail to contact the EDC. The
supplier must have procedures in place to ensure that proper identification of the type of
residential account is achieved, that proper Chapter 56 procedures are followed, and that
immediate notification is given to the EDC in case the customer did not notify the EDC.
The EDC’s seven days (§56.16(a)) should begin when notified by the supplier, not when
the customer notified the supplier. Failure of the supplier to contact the EDC
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immediately could extend the seven-day period and thereby allow additional energy use
and a larger final bill through no fault of the customer or the EDC. In these cases,
payment for any excess energy usage should be the responsibility of the supplier and not
the customer., |

Columbia suggests that a simple telephone arrangement be coordinated between the
supplier and the EDC. Customers should be referred to the EDC to coordinate this
process since many of the EDCs utilize order-scheduling to help manage daily work loads
among their service crews. Columbia further believes that problems could exist for the
non-traditional types of disconnect requests, such as situations involving remaining
occupants, landlords and tenants, and user without contracts. They believe that effective
communication between the supplier and the EDC is essential since disconnect dates are
usually extended when such situations exist.

Enron feels that customers electing the “supplier complete bill option” should be able
to authorize the supplier to direct the discontinuance. While the actual physical
disconnection may be provided by the EDC, the process of ordering and verifying that the
disconnection has occurred should be with the “agent” for the customer. In cases in
whtich customers have chosen the full service option from the supplier, the Commission
should make clear that this function can be ordered, arranged and verified by the supplier
providing full customer services. 1f service is being canceled and not physically
disconnected there is no need for the EDC to participate. Procedures for coordination
between the EDC and the supplier can be arranged as part of the interconnection
agreement as previously suggested by Enron.

Most of the comments regarding guidelines for requesting discontinuance of service
recommend specific procedures to ensure that requests are handled within the timeframe
set forth at 52 Pa. Code §56.16(a). We will not, however, attempt to step in and design
one standard set of procedures for the exchange of information between parties to ensure
that requests for discontinuance are properly identified and processed timely. We believe
the parties should have the flexibility to design procedures that work best for each
particular relationship. We do agree with the OCA’s point that EDCs must establish
procedures which enable EDC service representatives to determine whether the customer
is requesting discontinuance of service at their current location, or discontinuance of
supply from their current supplier. Therefore, we have added this directive to the
guidelines. Otherwise, the guidelines remain the same for discontinuance of service.
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L. Termination/Payment Agreements

The Restructuring Plans should reflect continuation of the interim
termination procedures in the Final Order regarding Licensing Requirements
for Electric Generation Suppliers [M-00960890 F. 0004]. On page 5 of that
Order the Commission accepted a suggestion by the Office of Consumer
Advocate (OCA) for the following protocol for allowing a supplier to cease its
provision of service to a non-paying customer:

One way to address this issue would be to allow the generation supplier to
seek to terminate its generation service through an appropriate written notice
to the customer and the distribution company. The customer could then
attempt to repair their relationship with the supplier, or default to utility
service at capped rates in accordance with the utility’s obligations under
Section 2807(E). 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(E). The customer would only be
disconnected from the electricity grid pursnant to Chapter 56 if the customer
failed to meet their obligations to the utility or the provider of last resort.

We agree with the Group’s recommendation but note the following
clarification. The interim protocol quoted above refers to “capped” rates,
whereas the proper term is “prevailing market prices” pursuant to 66 Pa.
C.S. §2807(E)(3).. With this clarification, the protocol quoted above should
continue as a guideline to be reflected in EDC restructuring plans. We also
propose the following additional guidelines relating to the Chapter 56
termination provisions be reflected in restructuring plans:

. In regard to payment agreements, suppliers are not required to negotiate
payment terms according to the factors found at §56.97(b). This provision
does not apply to suppliers since the obligation to apply this Chapter 56
provision is triggered by a contact from a customer who has received a
termination notice, and is attempting to avoid termination of service
through a payment agreement. Since suppliers are not terminating
service, they are not required to apply the Chapter 56 termination-related
provisions, including the obligation at §56.97(b), to attempt to enter into a
reasonable payment agreement.

. The supplier of last resort, currently the EDC pursuant to §2807(E), must
continue to apply the Chapter 56 termination provisions for nonpayment,
including negotiation of payment agreements based on a consideration of
certain factors such as the ability of the ratepayer to pay. The EDC or
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supplier of last resort is not required by the Act to serve nonpayers
indefinitely. Failure to pay the EDC can result in termination after the
EDC applies the Chapter 56 termination provisions.

3. Suppliers are free to pursue all available, appropriate collection remedies
to collect delinquencies, except threatening termination of residential
service.

4. The form and content of the written notice sent by suppliers to a
delinquent customer and the EDC needs to clearly inform the customer
that fajlure to pay will result in cancellation of the contract with the

* supplier, not termination of service. In general, this written notice should
reflect the Commission’s Policy Statement on Plain Language Guidelines,
52 Pa. Code, §69.251. The Commission’s Bureaus of Public Liaison and
Consumer Services can assist parties in the development of this written
notice, and should be provided with a copy of such notices for review and
comment prior to their use.

5. Where an EDC purchases accounts receivables from a supplier, the EDC
shall not use the Chapter 56 termination process for nonpayment of these
supply charges. Instead, the EDC must treat the delinquent supply
charges in the same manner as suppliers. Only when the customer is
receiving supply from the provider of last resort may the EDC utilize the
Chapter 56 termination process for nonpayment of these supply charges.

Summary of Comments:

In regard to the change in the phrase “capped rates” to “prevailing market prices,”
PULP comments that the use of the term “prevailing market rates” instead of “capped
rates” must be qualified by the Commission. It must be made clear that all residential
rates continue to be capped during the transition period. The absolute capping of rates in
the Act is not negated by an individual’s attempt to enter the competitive market and shop
around. The OCA agrees that, pursuant to §2807(E)(3), the EDC shall acquire electric
energy at “prevailing market prices.” The OCA, however, believes that this language
must be read in conjunction with the generation rate cap provision of §2804(4)(II). When
read in conjunction with this section, clearly the obligation to prox}ide generation service
must be at a rate that is no higher than the generation charge that was in effect on
January 1, 1997. In other words, the prevailing market price plus the stranded cost
charges must be at or below the cap as long as the utility is collecting its stranded costs.
Duguesne agrees that the EDC shall acquire electric energy at prevailing market prices to
serve the customer, if it is not delivered by a supplier.
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Concerning guideline L. 1., GPU, PEA, PECO, and Enron agree that suppliers
should not be required to negotiate payment agreemerits. PEA, however, believes that
this additional guideline will require a waiver of §56.97(b) of Chapter 56. The OCA
assurnes that suppliers will enter into payment arrangements with some customers to
avoid cancellation. Ifthis is so, suppliers should be held to a nondiscriminatory
application of this collection tool and not deny a payment arrangement to similarly
situated customers or based on unlawful criteria, such as those included in the Equal
Credit Opportunity Act. UGI Electric believes suppliers should be required to apply
Chapter 56 notice requirements prior to terminating a custorner’s supply for nonpayment.
Also, suppliers must apply all other Chapter 56 termination related provisions, including
the obligations at §56.97(b), to attempt to enter into a reasonable payment agreement with
the customer. If the supplier is not required to apply these collection standards, as the
EDC is, then the supplier can stop supplying generation to a nonpaying customer at any
time with little or no consequence. On the other hand the EDC, even as the supplier of
last resort, must adhere to Chapter 56 collection standards that are expensive to
administer and apply, and result in protracted collection efforts that are often never
brought to closure. In order to maintain a level playing field in the competitive
environment, UGI Electric believes these collection standards must be applied equally to
all entities providing energy or services to the customer and when attempting to collect
past due bills.

In regard to guideline L. 2., GPU and PEA agree that the supplier of last resort must
continue to apply the Chapter 56 termination provisions for nonpayment, including
negotiation of payment agreements, assuming the EDC is the supplier of last resort.

Concerning L. 3. above, PULP believes that the Commission needs to qualify that
suppliers are free, consistent with Chapter 56 and other Commission policies, to pursue
all available, appropriate collection remedies. This is needed to ensure that suppliers do
not utilize hard core and questionable collection methods. PEA companies agree with
this additional guideline. The supplier should also be required to comply with Chapter 56
notification requirements to both the customer and the EDC supplier of last resort when
canceling a contract. Enron believes the Commission should clarify this guideline so that
it does not prectude the supplier from threatening “suspension” or “cancellation” of the
supplier provided generation or non-wire services that have created delinquencies.

With regard to guideline L. 4. above, GPU suggests that suppliers should be required
to comply with Chapter 56 notification requirements to both the customer and EDC when
terminating a contract with a customer for nonpayment. This will ensure that both the
customer and the EDC are aware of contract cancellation and can act accordingly. GPU
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also agrees with the proposed.guideline regarding the form and content of the written
notice by the supplier to conform to the Commission’s plain language guidelines.

PECO states that if a customer is billed for supply directly by the supplier and the
supplier seeks to terminate its.relationship with the customer, prior to the end of the
contract terms, the supplier must provide appropriate written notice to the customer and
the EDC. The supplier’s notice to the customer must clearly state that the customer will
return to the EDC if the supply contract is terminated. PECO believes there remains an
issue concerning the nature of the notice that the supplier must provide to a customer
before the supply contract is terminated. PECO submits that, to be consistent with the
Act’s requirements that Chapter 56 apply to all parties, that the supplier provide all
customer notices required by Chapter 56 before the contract is canceled. This would alert
the customer of the impending cancellation and provide an opportunity to cure any
default under that contract. Such a procedure would be consistent with the underlying
purpose of the Chapter 56 notice requirements.

OCA, GPU and PEA agree that suppliers should issue a cancellation notice that
informs the customer that the supplier’s generation services to the customer will be
canceled. GPU suggest the notice should emphasize “contract termination.” PEA
suggests “contract cancellation.” OCA believes the notice should indicate the time period
for the customer to make payment or contact the supplier to make arrangements to avoid
cancellation of supply.

Enron completely supports the Commission’s determination to separate
“cancellation” by suppliers from termination of electric service by the carrier of last
resort,

In regard to guideline L. 5., PULP believes that any receivable purchased by an EDC
from a supplier must be treated separately. These receivables should neither be subject to
termination of service under Chapter 56, nor should they be permitted to be a basis for the
development of higher payment plans under Chapter 56, nor should the EDC be permitted
to resort to hard core collection efforts for the supply portion of the debt, at the same time
negotiating reasonable payments terms for the EDC part of the debt. Duguesne agrees
with the guidelines proposed in this section. With the introduction of Universal Service,
specific regulations need to be rescinded and certain interpretations need to be eliminated
to level the playing field of competition. For example, specific wording in §56.97(b) and
§56.33, “ability to pay,” must be redefined or removed from the regulations to address the
competitive issue for non-low income customers. In the area of termination and payment
agreements, Duquesne feels that customers who do not fall under the Universal Service
provisions should be expected to pay their bills in a timely manner. The OCA continues
to strongly support the Commission’s interim termination procedures contained in the

4]



Final Order regarding Licensing-Requirements for Electric Generation Suppliers (M-
00960890 F: 0004) PP&L agrees with the Comm15510n S.comments.

GPU, UGI Gas, UGI Elecmc and Peoples dlsagree W1th thls proposed guﬂellne that
Chapter 56 does not apply to the purchase of accounts receivable by the EDC. UGI Gas
and UGI Electric feel that if an EDC chooses to purchase the accounts receivable of a
supplier operating within its franchised service area, the EDC should be permitted to
apply Chapter 56 collection procedures, up to and including termination of service, to
recover these dollars from the customer. Once the account receivables are purchased,
they become the sole responsibility of the EDC and should be treated like any other
receivable. Whether the customer purchased energy from another supplier or the EDC, as
the supplier of last resort, the energy was consumed by the customer, and therefore, the
customer is responsible for payment. As long as the EDC complies with all Chapter 56
collection requirements, the customer is provided adequate protection. It is the
responsibility of the Commission to protect the rights of all parties and ensure compliance
with regulations. So long as the customer’s rights are intact, the EDC should be allowed
to purchase the accounts receivable and terminate service for nonpayment of those
receivables.

UGI Gas further states that most utility information systems today are unable to track
these charges as separate receivables. The guidelines as written would require significant
multi-million dollar enhancements to many utility information systems. Even if a utility
could track such receivables separately, customer confusion would be widespread. One
need only imagine the customer who experiences two collection calls, placed five minutes
apart from the EDC each asking for different payment amounts, each offering different
payment arrangements and each cal! placed by a different customer account
representative. As long as the EDC complies with all segments of Chapter 56 regulations,
UGIT Gas believes the customer is provided adequate protections and not discriminated
against. It is the responsibility of the Commission to protect the rights of all parties and
ensure compliance with regulations. As long as the customer’s rights are not violated, the
EDC should have the option to purchase account receivables and terminate service for
nonpayment of those receivables.

Peoples believes that collection incentives may be appropriate if it agrees to collect a
bill on behalf of the supplier. This may encourage the purchase of receivables if EDCs

are allowed to consider the receivables purchased from a supplier as part of its own
receivables, which could then be included as part of the Chapter 56 termination process.

Di on of C :
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Regarding the change of the term from “capped rates” to “prevailing market prices,”
we agree with the OCA that this language must be read in conjunction with the generation
rate cap provision at §2804(4)(II).- Ourintent in making this change was to recognize that
customers may benefit from lower prevailing market prices. However, as long as the
EDC is collecting stranded costs, customers are entitled to generation service at a.rate no
higher than the generation charge in effect on January 1, 1997. Therefore, we have added
language to the guideline to clarify that §2807(E) be read in conjunction with
§2804(4)(11).

Concerning guideline L. 1., we disagree that suppliers must receive a waiver of
§56.97(b). Suppliers will be notifying delinquent customers that their contract will be
“canceled,” not that their service will be terminated. Since suppliers are canceling a
supply contract, not terminating service as the term “termination” is defined at §56.2, they
are not obligated to apply §56.97(b).

Concerning guideline L. 3., we do not agree with PEA that suppliers should be
required to comply with the Chapter 56 notification requirements when canceling a
contract. While we do agree that suppliers need to provide written notification that
clearly informs the customer of the distinction between cancellation of the supply contract
and termination of service, the written notification need not conform with the notice
requirements at §56.2 because, once again, service is not being threatened with
“termination,” as this term is defined at §56.2. In response to Enron’s comment that the
Commission should clarify guideline L. 3., so that it does not preclude the supplier from
threatening “suspension” or “cancellation” for generation or non-wire services, we refer
all parties to guideline L. 4., which conveys our intent that supplier notifications clearly
inform customers of the distinction between termination of utility service versus
cancellation of supply services. The Commission will not view favorably any attempt to
blur this distinction for collection purposes.

About comments relative to guideline L. 4., we will not alter this guideline as
suggested by PECO to require suppliers to provide all customer notices required by
Chapter 56. Once again, we intend that all parties will communicate to delinquent
customers the difference between termination of service and cancellation of supply. The
notification format which PECO refers to is required by Chapter 56 when a customer’s
residential service is being threatened with “termination,” as this term is defined at §56.2.
We want customers to receive written communication from suppliers which clearly
informs them of the distinction between cancellation of supply and termination of service.
The instant guideline allows parties to develop written notices for contract cancellation on
their own, but directs parties to provide copies to our Consumer Services and Public
Liaison bureaus for review.
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With regard to guideline L. 5., relating to receivables purchased by EDCs,-we will not
revise this guideline to allow EDCs to use the Chapter 56 termination process to collect
these debts. EDCs will be purchasing these accounts receivables by choice. There is no -
requirement that they must purchase accounts receivables. Further, if the account is
active, the EDC can, like suppliers, quickly prevent future revenue loss by canceling the
supply contract. In light of this ability to quickly cancel supply to prevent further revenue
loss, the EDC’s use of the Chapter 56 termination process in such instances would be
solely as a collection device. Section §56.99 of Chapter 56 prohibits the use of
termination notices solely as a collection device. Even if, assuming for the sake of
argument, we did not view the use of termination notices in such instances to constitute a
violation of §56.99, we believe this practice would certainly confuse, if not actually
compromise, the EDC’s role as provider of last resort. Moreover, there would be a
mixing of monies that may result in termination of regulated services for nonpayment of
unregulated charges since the accounts receivables could include charges for non-basic
services, or even totally unrelated monies for things such as cable television, VISA
charges, etc. Finally, if the EDC were allowed to use the Chapter 56 process to collect
supply charges which they purchased while all other parties were prohibited from using
this process, the EDC’s billing and collection operation would appear to have an unfair
competitive advantage over all other billing and collection services. For these reasons,
guideline L. 5., will not be modified to allow EDCs to attempt to collect any receivables
purchased by them from suppliers by means of the Chapter 56 termination process.

M. Provider of Last Resort

The restructuring plans should propose a provider of last resort, or a
process: for choosing the Commission-approved alternative supplier pursuant
to 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(E)(3).

Summary of Comments:

G PU believes this section of the Tentative Order is ambiguous and can be read a
number of different ways. It can suggest that an EDC must identify a provider of last
resort. This would be unnecessary, since the Act specifically provides that the EDC is the
provider of last resort. This section can also read as suggesting that the Commission
establish a procedure for customers to select a supplier as their supplier of last resort.
Without clarification, GPU is unable to fully respond to this portion of the order and
therefore request clarification of this section with an opportunity to respond further.

OCA believes the Commission’s guidelines should address the method of pricing this

service; how customers can obtain it, whether by request or by default; and whether
customers must pay any fees to obtain this service and, if so, how the EDC should
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determine this charge; and whether there should be any restrictions on how often a
customer can obtain this service after leaving a supplier for any reason. For example,
how will the Commission determine the “prevailing market price” and what methodology
will the Commission use to establish rate designs and pricing options for this service.

D; on of C .

While we recognize that the concerns noted in comments need to be addressed, we
will not attempt to address these issues in this order. We believe the general wording of
the guideline is sufficient to ensure that the issue of provider of last resort will be properly
addressed in the Restructuring Filing of each EDC.

N. Restoration or Reconnection of Service

Since the EDC retains the responsibility for provision of transmission and
distribution services, the application of the requirements at 52 Pa. Code
§56.191 and §56.192 relating to restoration of service, remains with the EDC.
The EDC will, in effect, be responsible for applying both the termination and
restoration provisions of Chapter 56.

The restructuring plans should reflect procedures that call for the EDC to
apply the requirements at 52 Pa. Code §56.191 and §56.192 relating to
restoration of service. The EDC procedures must reftect the guidelines under
Item L. above relating to Termination/Payment Agreements. In particular,
restoration requirements must be consistent with L. 5., in that the EDC must
not make payment of supply charges, other than supply charges from the
provider of last resort, a condition for restoration of service.

Summary of Comments:

GPU, Duquesne, UGI Electric and PP&L agree that supplier charges cannot be made
a condition for restoration of service if the supplier is performing their collections. GPU
suggests, however, that total payment would be required for restoration of service if the
EDC has purchased accounts receivable from the supplier or if the EDC performs
collection activity on behalf of the supplier. Dugquesne feels there should be an exception
to §56.191(2): payment of amounts currently due according to a settlement or payment
agreement, plus a reasonable reconnection fee, which may be part of the settlement or
payment agreement. The EDC should be in a position to collect the full amount owing
for restoration especially if the customer chooses not to comply with a special payment
agreement.
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Enron states that while the EDC may retain the possibility for the actual physical
restoration of service after termination, it again shouid be made clear that the supplier, as
agent, can take steps to effectuate this restoration. S :

UGI Electric comments that if the electric service has been terminated for
nonpayment, the conditions for the restoration of service should be expanded to require
the payment of all supply charges including any receivables purchased by the EDC from
the supplier. Without this provision, uncollectibles will undoubtedly rise causing
increased costs for all customers.

Dj ion

For the same reasons noted previously in our discussion of guideline L. 5., we will not
change this guideline to allow EDCs to use receivables purchased from suppliers in the
EDC’s application of §56.191. Inregard to Duquesne’s recommendation that we grant a
waiver to the requirement at §56.191(2), at present we prefer to keep this important
provision of Chapter 56 relating to restoration unchanged. Accordingly, except for minor
editing, we will retain the proposed language in the final order.

THEREFORE,
IT IS ORDERED:

1. That the guidelines for maintaining customer services at the same level of quality
pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D), and assuring conformance with 52 Pa. Code Chapter

56 pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(E) and (F) as set forth in Appendix B of this order are
adopted.

2. That a copy of this order and any accompanying statements of the Commissioners
be served upon all jurisdictional electric companies, the Office of Consumer Advocate,
the Office of Small Business Advocate, other parties who participated in the
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Commission’s electric competition investigation at Docket No. [-00940032, and the
Electric Competition Legislative Stakeholders.

BY THE COMMISSION
/// / //

Jdmes] ENulty
Actmgs retary

(SEAL)
ORDER ADOPTED: gJuly 10, 1997

ORDER ENTERED: JU{ 1t 199
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Appendix A
Commentors-to Customer Services Tentative Order

Columbia Gas of Pennsylvania, Inc. (Columbia)
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project (PULP)
Pennsylvania Electric Company and Metropolitan Edison Company d/b/a GPU
Energy (GPU)

Peoples Natural Gas Company (Peoples)

Duquesne Light (Duquesne)

Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA)

Pennsylvania Electric Association (PEA)

Enron Power Marketing, Inc. (Enron)

UGI Utilities, Inc. - Gas Division (UGI Gas)
Pennsylvania Power Company (Penn Power)

UGI Utilities, Inc. - Electric Division (UGI Electric)
PECO Energy Company (PECO)

Pennsylvania Power & Light Company (PP&L)



Appendix B .-
GUIDELINES FOR CUSTOMER SERVICES

Proposed Guidelines for Maintaining Customer Services at the Same Level of
Quality Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D), and Assuring Conformance with 52 Pa.
Code Chapter 56 Pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(E) and (F).

I. Statutory Requirement

The following general statutory requirements of the Act apply to the types of
utility/supplier/customer interactions that will occur under retail competition:

A. Electric Distribution Companies (EDC), Generation Suppliers, Brokers,
Marketers and Aggregators must abide by the Standards and Billing Practices
for Residential Utility Service at 52 Pa. Code, Chapter 56. 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D)
for Electric Distribution Companies; 66 Pa. C.S, §2809(B) and (E) for Electric
Generation Suppliers, and 66 Pa. C.S. §2809(F) for Brokers, Marketers or
Aggregators. As retail competition unfolds, some waivers of specific sections of
the Chapter 56 regulations may be necessary. Absent a Commission waiver, all
parties are required by the Act to apply the Chapter 56 standards when they
engage in an activity covered by these standards. Therefore, all practices,
procedures, policies, and written material developed for the purpose of engaging
in an activity covered by the Chapter 56 standards must comply with these
residential service regulations.

B. Customer services must, at a minimum, be maintained at the same level of
quality under retail competition. 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D) and 2809(E). If the
Commission waives a provision of Chapter 56, and then alters it through the
appropriate process, the new standards or procedures resulting from such
action will maintain the same level of quality of customer services.

C. The Electric Distribution Companies currently have the “Obligation to Serve.”
66 Pa. C.S. §2807(E). For residential customers, this means that during the
“transition” or “phase-in” period at §2807(E)(2), they can obtain supply from the
EDC or Commission-approved alternative supplier if they are unable to
purchase, or choose to not purchase, supply from a competitive supplier. See
also 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(E)(3) and (4). Therefore, until the Commission
promulgates regulations pursuant to §2807(E)(2), the EDC shall continue to
physically connect and disconnect service.



II. Options For Determining Which Entity Performs Customer Service Functions

The restructuring process shall consider the following two options for
determining the Jevel of interaction that each entity may engage in under retail
competition relative to specific residential service activities. These options are
potentially inclusive in the sense that a restructured EDC be able to implement
either, possibly both, with suppliers. The options are summarized as follows:

A. Utility restructuring plans shall demonstrate the Electric Distribution
Company’s ability to continue to provide customer service functions or activities
requiring application of the Chapter 56 residential service standards. The
primary basis for this option is 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(D) which provides that the
EDC, “. .. shall continue to provide customer service functions consistent with
the regulations of the Commission, including meter reading, complaint resolution
and collections.” Section 2807(D) further states, “Customer services shall, ata
minimum, be maintained at the same level of quality under retail competition.”

B. Utility restructuring plans should provide for the contingency of allowing
suppliers to (1) render at the customer’s request a consolidated bill that includes
both EDC and supplier charges, and (2) engage in complaint handling. Provision
of these customer service functions by a supplier is dependent on the supplier’s
ability to conform with Commission regulations and guidelines applicable to
these customer service functions. The Commission intends that the supplier’s
performance will, at a minimum, maintain the same level of quality of customer
services. The statutory bases for this option are 66 Pa. C.S. §2803 (which defines
Electric Generation Supplier to include brokers, marketers, and aggregators and
recognizes that suppliers may engage in “related services”), 66 Pa. C.S. §2804(3)
(relating to authority of Commission to unbundle other services), and 66 Pa. C.S.
§2809(E) (relating to form of regulation of electric generation suppliers).

III. List of Types of Utility/Supplier/Residential Customer Interactions

The following list constitutes the types of interactions that involve residential
customers and relate to the Chapter 56 service standards:

A. -Consumer Information
B. Consumer Education
C. Application for Initiation or Connection of Service (New Connects)



- Credit Determinations

Seleéting a Supplier .

Deposits

. Metering/Meter Reading

. Billing (Rendering Bills/Payment of Bllls)
Complaint Resolution

Service Interruptions and Outages

. Requests to Discontinue Service

. Termination/Payment Agreements

M Provider of Last Resort

N. Restoration or Reconnection of Service

MR DO

A. Consumer Information

The interim customer information requirements relating to implementation of
Sections 2807(C) and (D)(2) that result from the order at Docket No. M-00960890
F. 0008 should be reflected in the operations of the EDC and/or suppliers at the end
of the restructuring process, according to the specific type of interaction, the need to
provide customer information, and whether the EDC or Supplier, or both, provides
the information.

B, Consumer Education

The Commission’s Bureau of Public Liaison (BPL) is the lead bureau for the
Consumer Education Working Group. That Group is developing recommendations
on the implementation of Section 2807(D)(3) relating to consumer education. The
work product of that group is intended to be implemented by the EDC prior to
implementation of any restructuring plan. Additionally, since the need for
consumer education relates to all types of interactions between residential
consumers and the other entities, BPL staff have been reviewing the work product of
other Work Groups to provide recommendations relating to consumer education.

C. Application for Initiation or Connection of Residential Service

The utility restructuring process should include procedures for the EDC to
continue to handle applications for new residential service, including the actual
physical connection of service as required at §2807(E)(1). The procedures should
guarantee that all suppliers receive uniform treatment by the EDC relative to the
applicant’s selection of a supplier. The procedures should conform to applicable
guidelines or requirements that result from the work product of the Competitive
Safeguards Working Group. Some applicants will know their choice of supplier at



the time of application. Other applicants may require a list that contains an
objective, unbiased presentation of available suppliers. The EDC will need to
provide all suppliers simultaneously with a list of customers for telephone
solicitation, unless the customer indicates they do not want to be contacted in this
manner. The EDC restructuring plans should contain procedures to handle these
likely scenarios. The procedures should also include a method for providing an
applicant, if necessary, with supply on an interim basis until they choose a long-
term supplier.

We recognize that a policy may be needed which contains the specific
requirements that need to be met if a supplier is allowed to handle applications for
new service, including (1) compliance with Chapter 56, (2) maintaining, at a
minimum, the level of quality of service an applicant receives from the EDC, and (3)
the technical issues that must be addressed such as timely information exchange and
coordination of scheduling. The need for timely information exchange and
coordination of scheduling is important since, pursuant to §2807(E)(1), the EDC
will still perform the physical connection.

D. Credit Determinations

Suppliers are expected to treat all residential applicants who meet its load
criteria in a uniform manner according to the applicable Chapter 56 standards.
Suppliers must abide by the same rules regarding credit determinations that the
EDCs must abide by so that there is a level playing field. The statute at Sections
2809(E) and (F) is clear that suppliers are to follow Chapter 56 and that includes the
credit standards. If suppliers do not have to apply the Chapter 56 credit standards,
then some geographic areas and neighborhoods may be identified and treated as
poor risk.. This may result in complaints to the Commission from low-income
consumers who are turned down by suppliers despite their ability to pass the
Chapter 56 credit test. Such complaints would be contrary to §2802(10) which
requires that the Commonwealth must, at a minimum, continue the protections,
policies and services that now assist customers who are low-income to afford electric
service. Moreover, credit differences between EDCs and suppliers will work to deny
credit-risky customers, regardless of location, the opportunity to fully participate in
the market for competitive generation services, effectively depriving them of the
competitive choices the Act is intended to provide. Suppliers applying the Chapter
56 credit standards can protect themselves the same way the EDCs do by requiring a
deposit in appropriate situations. The Commission’s requirement that suppliers
comply with the credit standards under Chapter 56 does not extend a utility-type
duty to serve to those suppliers.



E. Selecting a Supplier

The Commission instituted a proceeding [L-00970121] relative to Section
2807(D)(1) of Chapter 28. This begins the process of establishing regulations to
ensure an existing customer’s consent to a change of supplier. Additionally, the
Customer Information and Billing Working Group, noted above, is developing
interim requirements (Docket No. M-009608%90 F. 0008) to ensure that all parties
provide adequate and accurate customer information to enable customers to make
informed choices (§2807(D)(2)). Finally, the Competitive Safeguards Working
Group is developing recommendations for the Commission to address standards of
conduct between EDCs and unregulated affiliates, and to address any potential anti-
competitive activity by a supplier.

The utility restructuring process should include consideration of any
proposed regulations relating to §2807(D)(1), as well as any requirements or
guidelines that result from the work products of the above noted two Work Groups.

F. Deposits

The deposit requirements at Chapter 36 are clear, and their application
presents no problem for the parties under retail competition. The restructuring
plans, therefore, should reflect conformance with the Chapter 56 deposit rules.

G. Metering/Meter Reading

The utility restructuring plans should demonstrate that the EDCs continue to
provide metering and, pursuant to §2807(D), perform meter reading. While all
physical activity relating to metering such as setting meters, testing, calibrating,
change-out, etc., are to remain EDC functions, the restructuring plan should allow
for the option of customer choice of meter. The cost issue relating to enhanced
metering capability pursuant to §2807(A) will be addressed on the basis of EDC
responses to the information and data requirements in Appendix A of our
February 13, 1997, Order regarding Electric Utility Restructuring Filings made
pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2806(E) [Docket M-00960890 F. 0003).

We also note that the Bureau of CEEP is the lead bureau for the Metering
Working Group. That Group is developing regulations at Docket No. M-00960890
F. 0009 on the implementation of Section 2807(A) relating to metering issues that
may arise under retail competition.



The Conimission’s intent regarding this guideline is.that no matter how
metering services are provided, residential customers should have the confidence
that the level of quality will not deteriorate under retail competition, and with
assurance that these services comply with the Chapter 56 standards. In our view,
Section 2807(D) requires the EDC continue to perform physical meter reading, even
for those customers who elect choice of generation supply. However, nonphysical
meter reading could be performed by other entities.

H. Billing (Rendering Bills/Payment of Bills)

1)

2)

The EDC restructuring plans should, pursuant to Section 2807(C) allow
for the two billing options set forth in this section of the Act. One option is
that a customer may choose to keep separate the bill for services from the
EDC, and the bill for services from the supplier. The other option is that a
retail customer may choaose to receive a single bill from the EDC for both
EDC charges and supplier charges. Since Section 2807(C) does not
explicitly prohibit an entity other than the EDC from rendering a single
bill, the restructuring plans should include procedures and timelines for
allowing suppliers to offer a single bill that includes EDC charges. The
plan should reflect any requirements that result from Commission action
on the work product of the Customer Information and Billing Working
Group (Docket No. M-00960890 F. 0008).

In regard to application of partial payments, the restructuring plans
should direct how payments which are insufficient to cover all
charges should be applied. For a customer who has a pre-retail
access balance, the payment should be applied by the EDC as
follows: (1) outstanding pre-retail access balance or the installment
amount for a payment agreement on this balance; (2) intangible
transition charge (ITC) and competitive transition charge (CTC);
(3) EDC transmission and distribution charges (T&D); (4) supply
charges, and (5) non-basic services charges. If the customer’s
account develops a post-retail access balance, partial payments
should be applied to the pre-retail access balance, according to the
terms of the pre-retail access payment agreement, before being
applied to any other outstanding post-retail access charges. Fora
customer with no pre-retail access balance but with a post-retail
access balance, partial payments should be applied as foliows: (1)
balance due for prior ITC, CTC, and T&D service; (2) ITC and
CTC; (3) T&D; (4) balance due for prior supply charges; (5) supply
charges, and (6) non-basic services charges.



1. Complaint Resolution

The EDC restructuring plans should include procedures for complaint
resolution that conform with the Chapter 56 dispute provisions; allow customers to
deal directly with the party responsible for the service in question, and ensure
appropriate referral and exchange of data and other information.

J. Service Interruptions and Outages

The restructuring plans should reflect compliance with 52 Pa. Code §56.71
(relating to interruption of service), as well as any requirements that result from the
above noted tentative order regarding Quality of Service Benchmarks and
Standards [M-00960890 F. 0007], and any guidelines that result from the work
product of the Reliability Working Group.

K. Requests to Discontinue Service

The restructuring process should reflect consideration of the following
guidelines:

1) The EDCs shall be responsible for ending the physical delivery of
service. Currently, the EDCs process requests of this nature within
seven days to comply with 52 Pa. Code §56.16(a), unless the
ratepayer requests a date later than seven days from the date of the
request. To maintain this time frame, thereby maintaining the same
level of quality of service, the EDCs and suppliers must design
procedures that result in the exchange of information to meet the
seven day time frame.

2) Consumer information and education should attempt to direct the
customer to the EDC to request discontinuance of service to help
ensure that the EDC continues to process these types of requests as
timely as in the past. When customers contact the supplier instead
of the EDC, as some customers inevitably will, the procedures must
include a process for quick notification to the EDC.

3) The procedures implemented by both the EDC and suppliers should
include steps to determine whether the customer is requesting
discontinuance of service at their current location or discontinuance
of supply from their current supplier, as well as steps to ensure




proper identification of the type of residential account so that the
proper Chapter 56 procedures are followed. Essentially, there are
- three types of residential discontinuance requests: (1) requests to
discontinue service at a single meter dwelling and the premises will - y
be unoccupied as of the date of discontinuance; (2) requests for
discontinuance at a single meter multifamily residence where the
premises will be occupied as of the date of discontinuance; and (3)
requests where the ratepayer is a landlord-ratepayer.

¢
4) The procedures must ensure coordination between the EDC and suppliers
so that basic customer functions such as accurate final billing are covered.
L. Termination/Payment Agreements p

The Restructuring Plans should reflect continuation of the interim
termination procedures in the Final Order regarding Licensing Requirements for
Electric Generation Suppliers [M-00960890 F. 0004]. On page 5 of that Order the
Commission accepted a suggestion by the Office of Consumer Advocate (OCA) for L
the following protocol for allowing a supplier to cease its provision of service to a
non-paying customer:

One way to address this issue would be to allow the generation supplier to
seek to terminate its generation service through an appropriate written notice to the
customer and the distribution company. The customer could then attempt to repair
their relationship with the supplier, or default to utility service at capped rates in
accordance with the utility’s obligations under Section 2807(E). 66 Pa.

C.S. §2807(E). The customer would only be disconnected from the electricity grid L
pursuant to Chapter 56 if the customer failed to meet their obligations to the utility
or the provider of last resort.

We agree with the Group’s recommendation but note the following
clarification. The interim protocol quoted above refers to “capped” rates, whereas
the proper term is “prevailing market prices” pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S. §2807(E)(3)
and in conjunction with the generation rate cap provision of §2804(4)(II). With this
clarification, the protocol quoted above should continue as a guideline to be reflected
in EDC restructuring plans. We also propose the following additional guidelines
relating to the Chapter 56 termination provisions be reflected in restructuring
plans:

1. In regard o payment agreements, suppliers are not required to negotiate
payment terms according to the factors found at §56.97(b). This provision




does not apply to suppliers since the obligation to apply this Chapter 56
provision is triggered by a contact from a customer who has received a
termination notice,-and is attempting to avoid termination of service -
through a payment agreement. Since suppliers are not terminating
service, they are not required to apply the Chapter 56 termination-related
provisions, including the obligation at §56.97(b), to attempt to enter into a
reasonable payment agreement.

. The supplier of last resort, currently the EDC pursuant to §2807(E), must

continue to apply the Chapter 56 termination provisions for nonpayment,
including negotiation of payment agreements based on a consideration of
certain factors such as the ability of the ratepayer to pay. The EDC or
supplier of last resort is not required by the Act to serve nonpayers
indefinitely. Failure to pay the EDC can result in termination after the
EDC applies the Chapter 56 termination provisions.

. Suppliers are free to pursue all available, appropriate collection remedies

to collect delinquencies, except threatening termination of residential
service.

. The form and content of the written notice sent by suppliers to a

delinquent customer and the EDC needs to clearly inform the customer
that failure to pay will result in cancellation of the contract with the
supplier, not termination of service. In general, this written notice should
reflect the Commission’s Policy Statement on Plain Language Guidelines,
52 Pa. Code, §69.251, The Commission’s Bureaus of Public Liaison and
Consumer Services can assist parties in the development of this written
notice, and should be provided with a copy of such notices for review and
comment prior to their use.

. Where an EDC purchases accounts receivables from a supplier, the EDC

shall not use the Chapter 56 termination process for nonpayment of these
supply charges. Instead, the EDC must treat the delinquent supply
charges in the same manner as suppliers. Only when the customer is
receiving supply from the provider of last resort may the EDC utilize the
Chapter 56 termination process for nonpayment of these supply charges.



. M. Provider of Last Resort

The restructuring plans shéu.ld propbse a provider of last }résort, or a process
for choosing the Commission-approved alternative supplier pursuant to 66 Pa. C.S.
§2807(E)(3). ' -

N. Restoration or Reconnection of Service

Since the EDC retains the responsibility for provision of transmission and
distribution services, the application of the requirements at 52 Pa. Code §56.191 and
§56.192 relating to restoration of service, remains with the EDC. The EDC will, in
effect, be responsible for applying both the termination and restoration provisions of
Chapter 56.

The restructuring plans should reflect procedures that call for the EDC to
apply the requirements at 52 Pa. Code §56.191 and §56.192 relating to restoration of
service. The EDC procedures must reflect the guidelines under Item L. above
relating to Termination/Payment Agreements. In particular, restoration
requirements must be consistent with L. 3., in that the EDC must not make payment
of supply charges, other than supply charges from the provider of last resort, a
condition for restoration of service.






