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On October 2nd, 2015, Public Service Company of Colorado (“Xcel”) filed a Verified Compliance 

Application in the above-referenced proceeding, which was noticed by the Public Utilities 

Commission (“PUC”) on October 6th, 2015. The Mission:data Coalition, Inc. (“Mission:data”) 

respectfully submits the following comments simultaneously with a Motion for Leave to 

Intervene.  

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Mission:data is a non-profit organization whose members deliver energy efficiency and 

demand response in innovative ways using energy usage data (with customer consent). 

Mission:data members are over 30 companies who represent approximately $1 billion per year 

in revenue across North America. As a coalition, Mission:data believes that consumers should 

have convenient access to the best available information about their own electricity use in order 

to support innovative new energy services. 
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As background, Docket No. 14R-0394EG preceded the current docket. The Mission:data 

Coalition (“Mission:data”) filed comments in Docket No. 14R-0394EG on June 16, 2014 and 

reply comments on September 16, 2014.  

On October 2, 2015, Public Service Company of Colorado (“Public Service”) filed an 

Application in compliance with ordering paragraph 3 of Recommended Decision No. R15-0406 

that requires all electric utilities to file an application or advice letter “addressing whether and 

how a customer may access and/or share his or her own customer data, both raw and utility 

maintained, in a consumer-friendly and computer-friendly way.” 

The Recommended Decision No. R15-0406 gives the Commission the opportunity to 

assess “the relative costs and benefits of implementing raw access data, the Environmental 

Protection Agency’s Portfolio Manager, Green Button Download My Data, Green Button 

Connect My Data, or other nationally recognized open standards and best practices for each 

subject utility.”  In its Application, Public Service proposes that the cost of implementing some of 

those data access services, such as Green Button’s Connect My Data, would be prohibitively 

high. 

There are numerous inaccuracies in Xcel’s comments in Docket No. 14R-0394EG 

regarding Green Button Connect (“GBC”). These comments by Xcel formed, in part, the basis of 

Xcel’s application in the current docket. Mission:data asks to Commission to find Xcel’s 

application inadequate in meeting both the revised Rules Regulating Electric Utilities (the 

“Rules”) (4 CCR 723-3) as promulgated under the Commission’s Order No. C15-0752 and in 

ordering paragraph 3 of Recommended Decision No. R15-0406, as further described below. 

Mission:data also asks the Commission to thoroughly examine the costs and benefits of GBC in 

the current docket. 

 

2. THE AMENDED ELECTRIC RULES REQUIRE GREEN BUTTON CONNECT 

First, as stated in Mission:data’s prior comments in Docket No. 14R-0394EG, there are 

two flavors of Green Button: Green Button Download, which requires a user to manually 

download their usage data and upload it to third-party applications, and Green Button Connect, 

which lets the user authorize a third party to have consistent access to that user’s data, until that 
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access is revoked. While Green Button Download is a useful first step, it has very limited use 

because the user must manually download a data file each time.1 

Mission:data understands that Xcel offers Green Button Download at this time. While 

making energy usage data available for download has some benefits, it must be noted that 

Green Button Download is considered by the industry to be clumsy, difficult to use, and 

demonstrably inferior to Green Button Connect. For example, the Edison Foundation’s Institute 

for Electric Innovation concluded that the first barrier to engaging customers with their usage 

information was the lack of automation with Green Button Download. The report predicted that 

GBC “will become the norm” precisely because it is automated and not manual.2 The Cities of 

Boulder and Denver similarly recognized the value of GBC over Green Button Download in 

Docket No. 14R-0394EG and filed comments to that effect,3 as did Mission:data.  

Requiring a manual process to access usage data is reasonable on the customer’s first 

attempt (how else could the customer provide his or her account number, address, and third 

party information required on the consent form, if not initially through a manual process of some 

sort?).4 But for all subsequent attempts, automation is the only sensible pathway that is 

consistent with both the individual provisions and the totality of the Rules as amended by Order 

No. C15-0752. As we will argue, Green Button Connect (GBC) is a modern standard created by 

the utility industry that is clearly, if implicitly, called for in the Rules. The automation of GBC 

uniquely satisfies the Rules’ requirements regarding customers’ authority to delegate access to 

standard customer data to third parties of the customer’s choosing. 

The Rules state the following: 

• “A utility shall maintain standard customer data sufficient to allow a customer to 

understand his or her energy usage”5 

• “As part of basic utility service, a utility shall provide access to the customer’s 

standard customer data in electronic machine-readable form, without additional 

charge, to the customer or to any third party recipient to whom the customer has 

                                                        
1 Comments of Mission:data in Docket No. 14R-0394EG dated June 16, 2014. 
2 Green Button: One Year Later. IEE Issue Brief. September 2012, p. 7. 
http://www.edisonfoundation.net/iee/Documents/IEE_Green%20Button%20Report_Final.pdf  
3 City of Boulder, City of Denver 
4 Section 3029 of the Rules Regulating Electric Utilities, Attachment C of Decision No. C15-0752, p. 7-8. 
5 Rules, Section 3026, p. 5. 
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authorized disclosure of the customer’s customer data. Such access shall 

conform to nationally recognized open standards and best practices.”6 

• “Nothing in these rules shall limit a customer’s right to provide his or her 

customer data to anyone.”7 

• Various other provisions requiring notices that the customer can access his or 

her usage data and billing cost information,8 and the customer may share 

“customer data” with a third party of his or her choice. 

Mission:data acknowledges that GBC is not specified in the Rules. But then again, no 

standard protocol of any kind is mentioned anywhere in the Rules. Thus, the Commission 

clearly did not intend to preclude GBC as an option, and furthermore, implementation of Green 

Button Download by itself is insufficient to conform to the Rules. As to the two flavors of Green 

Button, only GBC fully satisfies the requirements set forth in the Rules, particularly that such 

access “shall conform to nationally recognized open standards and best practices.” GBC has 

been ratified by the North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB), the largest ANSI-

accredited standards development organization for the North American electric and gas utility 

sector. NAESB is the standards organization behind many other industry standards, such as the 

Open Access Same-Time Information System (OASIS) used in transmission system operations, 

among hundreds of other standards. GBC is open, with documentation available online on the 

NAESB website9 and even the open-source repository Github.10 GBC also uses OAUTH, an 

open standard for authorization over the Hypertext Transfer Protocol (HTTP) used by Google, 

Facebook, Twitter, Microsoft, LinkedIn and many other services which customers use on a daily 

basis to securely transfer personal information over the internet. It is difficult to point to another 

standard besides GBC that is more open or nationally-recognized. 

GBC is also clearly a best practice, whereas Green Button Download is not. Green 

Button Download has been available to over 65 million Americans for several years now; it is 

fairer to call Green Button Download a “minimum practice” rather than a “best practice.” After 

Green Button Download was adopted by dozens of utilities in 2011-2012, several observers and 

                                                        
6 Ibid., Section 3027(d), p. 5.  
7 Ibid., Section 3027(e), p. 5. 
8 Per ¶28 of Recommended Decision R15-0406, customer data including all bill information (not merely 
bills themselves) shall comprise “customer data” subject to Section 3029 of the Rules. Mission:data looks 
forward to offering technical solutions to parties in this docket such that all cost information, in addition to 
energy consumption data, is machine-readable to customers and customers’ authorized designees. 
9 https://www.naesb.org//ESPI_Standards.asp  
10 https://github.com/energyos  
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industry groups noted that the friction of the “manual-download-then-upload” process required of 

customers would severely limit the tool’s ability to empower customers with the full range of 

benefits stemming from machine-readable data.11 Thus, in the past year these leading utilities in 

North America have since implemented GBC: 

• Pacific Gas & Electric (16 million customers) 

• San Diego Gas & Electric (3.4 million customers) 

• Southern California Edison (15 million customers) 

• PEPCO, Washington, D.C. (commercial and industrial customers only) 

• Commonwealth Edison (commercial and industrial customers only; residential 

forthcoming) 

• London Hydro (London, Ontario) 

• Ameren Illinois Company (committed to implementing GBC once advanced 

meters are installed) 

In addition to being the best practice relative to other utilities, one can view GBC as a 

best practice relative to the expectations of modern consumers. If consumers have excellent 

services in some areas of their life and poor services in others, any reasonable consumer would 

consider the excellent services to be the “best practice.” A brief look outside the utility sector 

into banking, health or other industries shows that manual processes are increasingly 

inadequate in meeting customer needs. Customers’ expectations of their vendors are rising 

sharply, and modern websites and smartphone applications have millions of dollars invested in 

them annually to increase their usability in order to provide a service to customers with minimum 

effort on the customer’s part. An ongoing energy management service provided by a smart 

thermostat maker, for instance, is not going to be successful in the year 2015 by requiring its 

customers to upload files to its website once a week. And yet that is exactly what utilities 

offering only Green Button Download ask of their customers. (Mission:data does not advocate 

for Xcel to similarly spend millions of dollars making its own website and smartphone app; third 

parties, such as Mission:data’s members, already make those investments routinely. Instead, 

we are arguing that a “best practice” must be understood in the context of the internet today in 

terms of ease-of-use and customer expectations.) 

                                                        
11 See, e.g., IEE Issue Brief. 
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Mission:data understands that Xcel can today provide ongoing access to usage data to 

customer-authorized third parties. But the “ongoing” access that is currently available does not 

satisfy the new Rules. First, we must be clear what is currently meant by “ongoing.” The consent 

form approved by the Commission includes options for the “data collection period” including 

“effective until terminated by you.” However, such data transfers are typically done by email (in 

a Comma-Separated Values or spreadsheet format) or by File Transfer Protocol (FTP) site 

requiring manual operation. These methods are not “machine-readable” because they require 

human intervention of some sort. Machine-readable does not mean “capable of being read by a 

machine with human help”; rather, it means “readable by a machine alone, without human help.” 

Therefore, Xcel’s current method of providing “ongoing” access to authorized third parties is 

inconsistent with the Rules because CSV files and FTP sites not “best practices” of the modern 

internet. 

 

3. INACCURACIES ABOUT GREEN BUTTON CONNECT SHOULD BE CORRECTED  

As stated above, comments in Docket No. 14R-0934EG formed the basis of the current 

docket and Xcel’s application. There are several inaccuracies regarding GBC in prior testimony 

in 14R-0934EG.  

First, Xcel has argued that the costs of GBC are significant, but Xcel provides no 

information to substantiate that claim. Xcel stated that “there is a significant cost associated with 

the implementation of Green Button Connect My Data.”12 In its application, Xcel writes that “it 

would not be cost effective to implement Green Button Connect.”13 The only evidence of costs 

put forth by Xcel is not from an internal investigation but is from Pacific Gas & Electric and 

Southern California Edison in California, who, Xcel note, received commission approval for 

$19.5 million and $7.5 million, respectively, to implement GBC.14 While Xcel is correct that the 

California commission did approve cost recovery up to those amounts, there are many 

important differences between Xcel and the California utilities to warrant a thorough examination 

by the Commission of actual projected. PG&E and SCE together service 29 million meters, 

                                                        
12 Initial Written Comments of Public Service Company of Colorado, Proceeding No. 14R-0394EG, June 
16th, 2014, p. 27. 
13 Verified Compliance Application of Public Service of Colorado, Proceeding No. 15A-0798E. Oct 2nd, 
2015, p. 5. 
14 Initial Written Comments of Public Service Co., p. 28. 
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versus Xcel’s 2.7 million. And the California utilities built their own GBC system using in-house 

information technology personnel, because alternatives did not exist. Since Xcel’s initial written 

comments in 14R-0394EG in 2014, Schneider Electric, a large corporation that provides utility 

web portals to dozens or hundreds of utilities in America, has announced that GBC is 

commercially available to its utility clients. Commonwealth Edison (“ComEd”) and PEPCO have 

licensed the technology from Schneider Electric, rather than build it with in-house information 

technology teams, saving considerable expense. Neither ComEd nor PEPCO asked for cost 

recovery. Another utility vendor, Oracle, also offers GBC functionality for sale to its utility clients. 

Furthermore, other utilities who have implemented GBC, and systems like it, have done 

so without direct cost recovery and the costs have been de minimus. Rocky Mountain Power, 

serving Salt Lake City in Utah, has said it implemented automated benchmarking with ENERGY 

STAR at a cost of less than $40,000. Philadelphia Electric Company (PECO) estimated its cost 

of implementing automated benchmarking at $96,000 (by comparison, PECO’s revenues were 

$793 million in fiscal year 2015). Automated benchmarking, while not identical to GBC, does 

involve processing web-based customer requests for data transfers to a third party in a secure 

manner, just like GBC. These facts and developments on the relatively low cost of GBC were 

not included in 14R-0394EG. 

Mission:data urges the Commission to thoroughly review the costs, as well as the 

benefits, of GBC. Xcel, referencing California’s multi-million dollar projected expense, says 

without basis that “we would anticipate the need to make a similar investment.”15 But Xcel 

admitted it does not have its own cost estimate. With the scant evidentiary record of 14R-

0394EG regarding GBC costs, one could not be faulted for thinking that GBC would be as 

expensive as California’s. GBC implementation costs are thus ripe for Commission exploration 

and we ask the Commission to follow through with its prior determination to “assess the relative 

costs and benefits of….Green Button Connect My Data…”16 To be clear, Mission:data is not 

opposed to cost recovery; we merely seek a thoughtful consideration of the true costs and 

benefits. 

Finally, to correct mistaken statements, Xcel refers to GBC as “EPA ENERGY STAR’s 

Green Button Connect My Data” protocol.17 That is incorrect. GBC is not an initiative of the U.S. 

                                                        
15 Ibid. 
16 Recommended Decision No. R15-0406. May 1st, 2015, ¶152. 
17 Verified Compliance Application of Public Service Co., p. 5.  
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Environmental Protection Agency, nor is it connected with EPA in any way that is meaningful. 

Rather, GBC was created by an industry coalition including utilities, software companies and 

others. If the Commission or Xcel incorrectly believe that GBC came from U.S. EPA, that could 

signal that there are other misunderstandings that continue to exist amongst the parties.  

 

4. CONCLUSION 

In light of the corrections and new information provided herein, Mission:data urges the 

Commission to thoroughly examine GBC costs as well as benefits in the present docket. 

 
Respectfully submitted this 5th day of November 2015. 
 
 
 
 

      By:  
      Michael Murray 
      The Mission:data Coalition 

1020 16th Street, Suite 20 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
Telephone: (510) 910-2281 
E-mail: michael@missiondata.org 


