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[. INTRODUCTION

INnOrder U-12488issued June 19, 2000, the Michigan Public Service Commission (Commission) Ordered
the Consumers Energy Company (Consumersor Consumers Energy) to filetariffs governing the Rate DA
and Retail Open Access programs with any revisions gppropriate to comply with PA 141 and PA 142 of
2000 and to remedy the problems that consumers have experienced thus far. On December 15, 2000
Consumersfiled arevised Retail Open Access (ROA) tariff together with supporting testimony. Staff and
Intervenorsfiled their direct testimony February 16, 2001 and Rebuttal wasfiled March 16, 2001. Cross

examination of al witnesses was waived.

1. SUMMARY OF ENERGY MICHIGAN POSITION ON EIGHT MAJOR ISSUES

A. I ntroduction

This proceeding represents the last opportunity for the Commission to fashion a new ROA tariff

whichwill function efficiently and fairly to ddiver ROA service on the Consumers system when that systlem

is open to full competition January 1, 2002. A new tariff is critica because the existing framework as
implemented by Consumers does not work predictably or efficiently. Unfortunately, the Consumers ROA



tariff proposed in this case does not remedy or revise the provisons which have delayed enrollment,
reduced or diminated predictability of service and caused substantia, unnecessary cost increasesfor ROA
participants. However, only eight mgor changesand approximately 14 requeststhat the Commission utilize
two different focuses to address these issues. Thefirst focus should be on the eight mgor policy issues
which must be addressed throughout the ROA tariff to fashion a workable open access program. The
second and equally important focusisto ded with the 14 much narrower tariff issueswhich can be decided
much more rapidly and objectively. The Energy Michigan presentetion in this case will focus on the eight

major and 14 minor issuesin aformat that alows rapid congderation of each issue.

Attached to this tariff is a comprehensive ligt of Energy Michigan's proposed changes to
Consumers revised ROA tariff filed December 15, 2000. Attachment 1, (Case Exhibit I-5). 1fadopted,
these changes will transform the current Consumers tariff into a workable program for delivery of ROA

sarvices.

B. Eight Mgor Issues Should Be Addressed

1 Consumers currently prohibits marketers from purchasng transmisson service and
combining theloads of severd retail customersto achievethe most efficient use. Marketersshould
bedlowedto purchasetransmission capacity under the OATT and resdll that transmission capacity

and dectricity to more than one retailer for resde to end users.

2. Retailers should be dlowed to aggregate multiple customer loads on point to point service
tranamisson cagpacity into Michigan so that many small loads can be aggregated into the required
minimum quantities of 1000 kW.

3. A mandatory ROA enrollment processing time frame of 15 days should be implemented.
If the deadlineis not met, the AES should commence power deliveries to the Consumers system



and customers of the AES would receive credit.

4, ROA curtailment procedures should be revised so that curtailment isinvoked for dl (retail
and open access) customers only during Emergency Electrical Procedures. Suppliers who are
deficient should betreated like utilitiesand given adequate timeto correct the Situation or verify that
insufficient supply problems exi<.

5. Profile management charges to serve smal energy metered customers should be reduced
or the balancing band width or time frame over which baancing takes place should be grestly
liberdized to reduced cost because Consumers current load profile rates are unaffordable.

6. Until alternate suppliers have adequate access to firm transmisson service into Michigan
in manner, type and quaity smilar to utilities, ROA customers should be allowed to return to

bundled rates with a 15 day notice.

The Commission should rule on each Saff changeidentified in their list of changes Exhibit

7.
S-14 and specificdly disclam any intent to adopt Consumers language or provisons which are
contained in the Saff tariff but are not supported by Staff.

8. Consumers  request for 120 days to implement any changes to its ROA tariff should be
rejected because it would delay implementation of ROA tariff changes until late 2001 or eveninto
the firgt few months of 2002.

C. Numerous Minor But Important Details Must Be Addressed

IV. beow contains a discussion of numerous ROA revisions proposed by Consumers. None of

the Consumers proposals discussed should be adopted without a ruling by the Commission.  Energy




Michigan has provided cogent reasons for rgecting or revisng each change which is discussed. If the
Commission deds with the eight mgor issuesin 111. and then takes the time and effort to rule on the 14
issues which are dso presented in 1V. below, a new ROA tariff can be fashioned which will be a sound,

workable bass for future competition on the Consumers Energy system.

[1l. DETAILED DISCUSSION OF EIGHT MAJOR ISSUES

#1: ROA Sec. 3D(7), (8): Consumers Requirements That Only Retailers Contract

for Tranamisson and Didribution Services

A. The Problem

Consumers has proposed revisons to the ROA tariff and specificaly Sec. 3.D(7) and (8) which
strengthentheir current recuirement that aretailer / AES entity must contract for bothtransmission service
acrossthe Consumers system and the distribution services necessary to deliver power to the customers
point of use. See Attachment 2 (Case Exhibit 1-3, p. 3 of 10) which confirms that Consumerstrests each
retaller as a separate tranamisson customer who must purchase al of the transmisson needs of its end
users. These existing and new provisons in the proposed ROA tariff effectively prevent a marketer /
wholesde entity from purchasing transmission which could serve the load of more than one retail / AES
entity. The Consumers changes prevent a marketer from combining the on peak load of oneretailer with
the off peak load of another retailer, thus achieving a much higher load factor for the contracted

transmission capecity. Also, the marketer would not be able to sdl unneeded transmission capacity to

multiple unaffiliated retailers on aspot basis. Polich, 2 Tr 104-06. The Staff’s markup of the Consumers

tariff appears to repesat this error a F1.3-The Retaller Role in the Staff mark up of Consumers s ROA
tariff. (Exhibit S-15).

In summary, requiring only retailers (and not marketers) to purchase transmission service reduces




flexibility to move and schedule power supplies and increases cost to the power marketer or retailer

because one marketer cannot combine the transmission load of many retailersin the most economicd and

effident “bundie”. By requiring retailers to purchase what may be redundant transmission capacity, the

overal supply of scarce transmisson isaso reduced. Polich, id.

B. Proposed Solution

The Consumers proposed modifications to F3D(7) and (8) which require that the Retailer bethe

party to execute transmission agreements should be relected. Marketers should be allowed to execute

tranamissonagreements._Staff’ s modifications to F1.3 which seem to imply asimilar role for the Retailer

similar to that proposed by Consumers should also be rejected.

The Commissionshouldimplement Mr. Polich’ ssuggestion by 1) deleting Consumersnew language
in F3D(7) and (8) and 2) by requiring an additiona phrase in the definition of Marketer contained in
F1.1(o) by adding the sentence, “A marketer may contract for transmission to the point of ddlivery onthe
Consumersdidiribution system.” Also, F3D(7) should bemodified by adding thefollowing language, “...has
executed the agreementsrequired under the Company’ sdistribution requirements. A retailer or amarketer
may execute agreements required under the Company’ s FERC open accesstariff such asthe Transmission
Enabling Agreement and the Transmission Service Agreement.”

#2: ROA Sec. 1.1(8) and (r): Retallers Should Be Allowed to Agaregate
Multiple Cusomer Loads Under the Same Point to Point Transmission Schedule

A. The Problem

Currently, Consumers only dlows retallers to aggregate multiple customer loads into a single

combined transaction for transmisson scheduling usng network transmisson service:  This postion




prevents use of point to point transmisson servicefor aggregated customer loads. Inability to use point to

point transmission sarvice is a problem because in order to qualify for network transmisson service, a
retailer must demondtrate thet they have procured firm annua electric supplies and the necessary firm
tranamisson service from the point of generation to Consumers' transmission system. Mr. Polich testified
that it was impossible for competitors (marketers or retailers) to obtain firm transmisson service through
the summer of 2000 thus procurement of firm eectric supplies was and can be difficult or impossible.
Polich, 2 Tr 108-09.

Since network transmission servicedueto theinability to qudify, aretaller must utilize point to point
transmission service. However, Consumers has taken the position thet the point of delivery for scheduling
power supplies is the customer meter rether than the Consumers transmisson system.  Consumers

position on point of delivery hasthe practical consequence of denying retailerstheright to aggregate smdll
customer loads into the 1000 kW blocks which are required for scheduling. Without the ability to

agaregate small customer loads on point to point service, a1000 kW block would haveto be used in order

to servea500 KW customer thuswasting 500 kW of transmission capacity. Thus, the Consumersposition
effectivey excludes ROA loads of lessthan 1000 kW dueto theinability to aggregate these loads on point
to point service into 1000 kW blocks. Polich, 2 Tr 109-10.

There is nothing in the Consumers OATT or ROA tariff that would prevent aggregeation of

customer loads under point to point transmisson service. Polich, Id. And, infact, Consumersaggregates

its own native load customers, regardiess of size, into larger blocks and those customers are often served

by purchased point to point transmission capacity.

B. Proposed Solution

The Consumers OATT and ROA tariff do not clearly prohibit aggregation of multiple customer

loads under point to point transmission service.



The Commission should therefore require Consumers to dlow aggregation of ROA |oads served
under point to point service over its entire digtribution system for purposes of transmission scheduling and
require Consumers to provide asingle transmission “sink” for those loads a retailer desires to aggregate.

Polich, 2 Tr 111. This outcomewill not result in rate reduction or lossto Consumers. In fact, Snce point

to point transmisson sarvice is likely to be more expensive than network service, Consumers may gan

revenue. Id.

Inaddition, the ROA retailer should be dlowed to combine the power ddlivery schedulesfor both
load profile customer loads and demand and energy metered loads into one combined schedule. This
approach will increase the efficiency of transmission use and hence provide alower total cost. Mr. Polich

has explained how to handle imbaance issues under these circumstances. Polich, 2 Tr 115-16.

C. The Consumers Rebuttd is Not Persuasive

Consumers rebuttal witness Feahr makes severa arguments againgt Mr. Polich’s position.

Firs, Ms. Feahr clams that it was not the intent of FERC to consider al 250 Consumers

interconnections between transmission and distribution as one point of ddivery. Feahr, 2 Tr 84-85.
However, Ms. Feahr neglectsto point out that Consumersitsdlf isableto usedl interconnections between

transmisson and distribution as one point of delivery when it uses either network or_point to point

transmissonsarviceto serveits own customers. Consumerswould prohibit its customers from having the

sameright.

Second, Ms. Feahr damsthat Mr. Polich isincorrect in saying that a customer must procure firm

eectric supplies and firm tranamisson on an annua basisin order to obtain network transmisson service.

She maintains that network service can be maintained with monthly, weekly or even dally commitments.
Feahr, 2 Tr 85. Ms. Feahr's statements do not contradict the fundamental point made by Mr. Polich




whichisthat network service cannot be obtained without having firm e ectric and firm transmisson service,

This was impossible during the summer of 2000 and may be impossible in future summers. It is totdly

unreasonable to make point to point service uneconomic on the theory that network transmission service

can be obtained when in fact, under many foreseeable conditions, network service will not be available.

Third, Ms. Feahr disputes Mr. Polich’'s statement that Consumers is discriminating against
competitors by requiring them to contract for network service when Consumersis dlowed to utilize point
to point service. Id. Ms. Feahr maintainsthat Consumers does not discriminate but does not dispute Mr.
Polich’s fundamenta point that Consumers own rules and procedures have made point to point service
unavailable in economic terms to ROA customers whereas Consumers can aggregate and serve its own

small loads through point to point service.

Conclusion

Network transmission service has often been unavailable to retail ers because they must have firm
transmission and firm power suppliesto obtain network service. The summer of 2000 was certainly such
acae. Consumers own procedures make point to point service unaffordable for many retaller loads
because Consumers has decided, unilaterdly, thet it will not alow small customer loads to be aggregated
into the blocks of 1000 kW needed for scheduling. A retailer isleft with the dternative of not utilizing point
to point servicefor smal loads, not serving smdl loads or serving smdl loads on point to point service and
literally wasting or paying for substantial amounts of 1000 kW block of servicethat cannot be utilized if the
customer is only 400-450 kW in size. Consumers should be ordered to cease this discriminatory and
unnecessary prohibition on the grounds that it is wasteful of scarcetransmission resources, discriminatory

and unjustified.



#3: Mandatory Electric Choice Processing Deadlines

A. The Problem

Energy Michigan witness Polich has proposed that Consumers be required to switch a customer
to open access sarvice within 15 days of enrollment. Mr. Polich has stated that the mandatory time frame
is required to shorten and add predictability to the enrollment process and mandatory time frames of a
gmilar duration have been adopted by at least five States asreferenced in histestimony. Polich, 2 Tr 125.

B. The Solution

Mr. Polich proposed the 15 day deedlinefor enrollment becauseit will give Consumersampletime
to notify the customer of the enrollment, time for the verification of customer data and time for customer

to rescind the enrollment. Polich, Id. |f enrollment is not completed in 15 days, the AES should be

alowed to commence energy ddiveries on the 16th day and the customer should be credited for EC

savice

Also, enrollment can be speeded by ensuring that telemetry is not required for dl ROA demand
meter ingalations, particularly the smaller ingalations below 1000 kW. Asdescribed in V. M. below,
use of manua meter reads can provide required data for determining imbaances and the time delay and
technical problems associated with thousands of new telemetry ingtalations could be avoided.

#4:. ROA Sec. 5.3: Consumers ROA Sarvice Curtailment Procedures

A. The Problem

Aswritten, Consumers has complete discretion under ROA Sec. F5.3 on when and how aROA



customer could be curtalled due to insufficient supply of power. Thistype of discretion places too much
power in the hands of the utility. This latitude has not been granted by any other sates with customer
choice programs.  Consumers subjective agpproach to curtailment istotaly at odds with the other criteria
and mechanismsthat currently exist to addresssupply imbaance problems. For example, under theOATT,
large energy imbaance pendties are assessed againg suppliersfaling to ddliver sufficient energy to meet
their load obligations. These remedies are contained in Consumers OATT. Polich, 2 Tr 118.

Also, the Consumers service curtailment concept is unenforceabl e because it depends on isolating
customer load as a means of enforcement. In redity, few customers below 3000 kW can beisolated on
an indantaneous basis. Polich, Id.

B. The Solution

Revised curtailment procedures should be adopted whi ch are based on two fundamenta concepts:

1. Thetrigger for implementation should be an objectively verifiable event.

Mr. Polich suggested that curtailment procedures only be invoked when circumstances
require utilization of Consumers current Emergency Electrica Procedures. If there is
sufficient supply but acustomer isin imbaance, Consumers has mechanismsinits OATT
Schedule 4 to financidly pendize the retaller or its supplier. 1d.

2. Where suppliesare not sufficient, Consumersshould utilize mechanismsfor imba ancesthat

currently exist between utilities.

Under utility procedures, the out of balance party is notified of the problem and required
to work out methods of solving the problem within a specific time frame (usudly afew

10



hours). Mr. Polich recommended that two hours should be dlowed. If theretaller failsto
correct the Stuation, then Consumers can invoke economic penatiesunder the OATT and

petition the MPSC to revoke the retailer’ slicense. Polich, p. 22.
Mr. Polich’ sproposdsarearationa plan based upon existing workabl e sol utions between
utilities The Consumers Rule 5.3 curtailment procedures are subjective, vague and if

dlowed to sland may discourage customers from selecting ROA service.

#5: ROA Sec. 5.4: Consumers Load Profiling Service

A. The Problem

The Consumersload leading, load profile serviceisintended to provide estimated demand datafor
andl energy metered customers (less than 20 kW demand on the Consumers system) which will alow
retailers to deiver amounts of power to the Consumers system which are roughly equd to the current
customer demand. The Consumersload leading profiling system accomplishesthisgod by ingaling demand
meters on a datidicdly sgnificant number of customers within the various cusomer classes. The meter
sample datais used to generate profiles of load on an hourly basis which should be representative for al
customerswithintheclass. Theseprofilesare provided to retailersor their suppliersbeforetheload occurs.
Retallersarein effect told thet if they follow theload profile generated by the sampling metersthey will not
be pendized for imbaances but rather will be cashed out (over and under ddliveriesare ba anced and costs
assessed) at the end of the month &t top incremental cogt times the monthly energy imbalance for over
deliveries and monthly top incrementa cost times the monthly energy imbaance for under deliveries (paid
per Consumers ROA tariff Sec. 5.4).

Consumers charges $.0046/kWh for load profile service. The Consumers profile management

service charge is designed to fund energy imbal ances resulting from any difference between a forecasted

11



load profile and actud energy use. The profile management charge provides the ahility to collect for the
energy imbaance cost. Polich, 2 Tr 112. Assuming thet theload profile chargeisto pay for imbaances,
the cost is unredidticaly high. Mr. Polich developed an example to demondirate that the profile charge
would end up compensating Consumers at the rate of dmost 12.6 ¢ /kWh for al imbaances. Thisprice
iswell above the deviation energy imbalance charge of 10 ¢ /kWh during on peak hoursthat is contained
inthe Consumers OATT. In fact, aload leading charge increases the cost of power to residentia and
smdl secondary customersby over 10%. Thisleve of cost will make ROA service uneconomica for much
of Consumers customer base. Polich, 2 Tr 113.

The second problem with the Consumers load profile system was identified by Energy Michigan
witnessVail. Mr. Vall tedtified that Alternate Electric Suppliers hope to offer load management serviceto
current energy metered customers. This service would alow customers to dter usage patternsto alow a
more efficient use of generating and transmisson resources in return for cost incentives.  Currently,

however, the Consumers load praofiling system does not develop profiles based on residential or small

secondary customerswith managed load. Therefore, to the extent that such customers actualy reduce on

peek use for example, the Consumers profiles would still dictate ahigher level of on pesk energy use that
istypicd of non-managed customers and would pendize the managed customer power supplier if power

deliveries were reduced during on peak times. Vail, 2 Tr 90-94. Mr. Val’s conclusions are supported

by a Consumers discovery response which admits that load profiling (as done by Consumers) does not
measure off peak use. Attachment 3, (Case Exhibit I-3, p. 8 of 10). Thus, Consumers cannot detect

and price types of service which shift use from on peak to off peak periods.

In other words, in order for load management programs to be successful among smdl energy
metered customers, the Consumers|oad profiling system must be changed to provide load profiles which

recognize energy deliveries on the basis of managed load that reduces during on pesk times rather than
traditiond patterns of use that do not reduce during on pesk times.

12



B.

Recommended Solutions

1. Solutions to excessive profile management service charges

Mr. Polich testified that the preferred solution to excessve profile management chargesis

to reduce the charge to $.001/kWh or about 2% of power costs. If the Commissonis
prohibited from reducing the profile management charge by PA 141, Mr. Polich

recommends one of the following solutions:

a Expand the energy imba ance band from 2% t010% so that the scheduler would
not incur any energy pendties or cods if its ddiveries were within 10% of the
Consumers estimates. This more liberd imbalance band would reduce the
possibility of pendtiesor higher priced imba ance charges at the end of the month;

or

b. Tresat the profile management service charge smilar to a PSCR adjustment factor
cost and establish a mechanism in whichthe actua energy imbalance codsfor al

profiled customers are reconciled with the revenue obtained from the profile
management chargeand refundsare provided to customers. Polich, 2 Tr 113-14.

In effect, this sysem determines the actud cost of serving dl load profile
customers (the difference between costs paid by those cusomerswho follow the
load profilesand the actua cost of serving those customersto the extent that actua
use was greater or lesser than dictated by profiles). In the current load profile
tariff, Consumerspays each load profile customer thetop incrementa cost if there
are over deliveries and charges the customer top incrementa cost if under
ddliveriesoccur. Mr. Polich’ srecommendation would bal ance the over and under

deliveries of al profiled cusomers during the month and determine if, on a net

13



basis, Consumers incurred any costs abovetheleve of revenue generated by the
profile management charge which was intended to cover imbaance cods in the
firg place. To the extent that Consumers actua out of pocket costs arelessthan
the total profile management charges, arefund of the difference would be madeto
al load profile cusomers. Polich, 2 Tr 114-15.

Mr. Polich provided a methodology to reconcile energy metered and demand
metered loads. Also, slandardsare needed to prevent Consumersfrom generating
profiles which cause over deliveries of power during high cost periods and under
deliveries during low cost periods. Mr. Polich recommended a requirement that
Consumers keep its hourly imbaances within 33 [three sigma] deviation of actua
sample meter data. Polich, 2 Tr 116.

C. Consumers Rebuttal is Not Persuasive

Consumers witness Bearman attempted to rebut Mr. Polich by stating that the proposed rate
reductionfor profile management service was prevented by PA 141 and claimed that Mr. Polich provided
no foundational cost support for hisproposa even if the MPSC would consider such achange. Bearman
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 46. Mr. Bearman did not rebut Mr. Polich’s dternative suggestions for a monthly

reconciliationof actual Consumersimbal ance cost versus profile management service revenueor expansion

of theimbaanceband. Both proposds have merit and since they are unrebutted should be adopted by the

Commisson.

Mr. Vail's proposal to expand load profiling to small managed |oads was not rebuitted.

14



#6 ROA Sec. F10: Return to Service

A. The Problem

Consumersisproposing new Return to Service provisonsin F10 which require nine months notice
and a compulsory minimum term of 12 months on full bundled service after return. If the customer gives
less than nine months of written notice, market based rates would be charged during the time difference

between the required nine months notice and the customer’s actua notice.

Mr. Polich stated that the Consumers Energy return to service proposa does not work if
transmisson access is not available to competitors that will enable reliable, continuing service to open
access customers. Mr. Polich testified that reliable transmission service has not been obtainable acrossthe
AEP system into Michigan and without such access, power suppliers cannot ensure reliable supplies to
ROA customers. These circumstances dmost guarantee that customers will be forced to return to the
Consumers system and be subjected to the relatively punitive Consumers return to service proposal.
Polich, 2 Tr 107-08.

While MPSC Staff did not describe the Return to Service problem, the very fact that Staff has
proposed arevison to the Consumers approach suggests that Staff believes that gpproach to be flawed.
See MPSC Staff Proposal to Revise Sec. F2.5 in Exhibit S-14 and S-15.

B. Proposed Solutions
Mr. Polich proposes that Consumers ROA customers be allowed to return to tariff rates on 15
day notice and be required to remain on the Consumers full service rate for aminimum of three months

but thereafter be alowed to switch back to ROA with 15 days notice. Once the annud firm transmisson
capacity isincreased by the 2000 MW mandated in PA 141, Mr Polich recommends that the customer

15



be required to provide 15 days notice of return to ROA service and the Consumers return to service

proposa would otherwise be implemented. Polich, 2 Tr 107.

Mr. Polich stated that Consumers should be indifferent to this proposal. Given the shortage of
transmisson cgpacity into Michigan, Consumers will end up with virtudly dl of the retail load during the
summer of 2001. Thus, Consumers Energy must dready have sufficient transmission capacity to meet its
total system load. If Consumers alowed power marketersto whedl power from out of state sourcesinto
Michigan, Consumers could elect to sdll or dlow usage of itstransmisson rights by a power marketer and
the actua power flows would not Sgnificantly change. Therefore, Consumers would not be financidly
harmed. In other words, if Consumers plans to serve al of the load in Michigan this summer through
transmissoncapacity purchases, that same capacity can be sold, assigned or otherwise and made available
to ROA load at a compensatory price. Thus, Consumers would not experience afinancid lossfor under
use of purchased transmission capacity whether customer load stays on its system or migrates to open
access providers. In order to enhance the attractiveness of this proposa to Consumers, assgnment of

Consumers transmission capacity might be accompanied by some waiver of aduty to serve such load.

Staff witness Bailey proposed revised Rule F2.5 to provide Return to Service upon one month
written notice but with a 12 month minimum contract to remain on utility service. Whilethe Bailey proposa
was not explained (see Exhibit S-14, page 1 of 2 and Exhibit S-15, Sec. F2.5) the proposed reduced
notice of return was presumably inspired by the same concern raised by Mr. Polich regarding therelatively
punitive Consumers nine month notice proposd.

C. The Consumers Rebutta of Witnesses Polich Not Persuasive

Consumers rebutta witness Bearman complained that the Polich return to service proposa

transferred risk to Consumers from the customer or marketer. Mr Bearman cited Consumers experience

in the Gas Customer Choice Program. Mr. Bearman claimsthat arapid return to service provison would
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alow abuse during times when retall rates are substantidly lower than market rates. Bearman Rebuttal,
21Tr4l.

Consumers Rebuttal witness Ronk claims that the ability to rapidly return to retail service would
reduce rdiability of service by making supply planning more difficult and voldile, and by dressng
Consumers Energy generating reserveswhich are claimed to beinadequate. Mr. Ronk clamsthat the nine
month return notice forces the AES to be ardliable supplier. Ronk Rebuttal, 2 Tr 53-57.

Both Mr. Bearman and Mr. Ronk have falled to addressthe key point in Mr. Polich’ stestimony:
The proposed morelibera Return to Service provision would be utilized only until and not beyond thetime

when transmission capacity into Michigan is expanded so that adeguate power can be imported into the

State by AES entities. Polich, 2 Tr 107-08. 1f Consumers achieves expanson of import capacity into

Michigan by 2000 MW that is avalable to AES entities, it will not have to fear the liberdlized Return to
Service provisons proposed by Mr. Polichintheinterim. Itisonly if the 2000 MW commitment isnot met
that Consumerswill bear along term burden from Mr. Polich’s new Return to Service proposas. Unless
Consumers believesthet transmission ity into Michigan will not beincreased by 2000 MW, it should
support or &t the very least not object to the Polich proposal.

If Consumers is concerned that it will retain an obligation to serve which alows customers to
transfer between bundled and unbundled service even after transmission capacity is adequate, it should
make proposals to address that concern.

#7: Format of the Staff ROA Tariff Proposal

A. The Problem

The MPSC Staff has proposed anew ROA tariff format which substantially rearrangesthe existing
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Consumers ROA tariff and incorporates numerous proposas for change which are exhibited in redline
format. However, the Staff rearrangement of the ROA sections makes it very difficult to determine if al

exiging Consumers tariff provisons have been retained in origina language or if the new Consumers

proposasin this case have been incorporated.

B. Proposed Solution
The best solution to this problem would beto rule on each Staff changelisted in Exhibit S-14 rather
than adopting the Staff tariff format which may contain many other unidentified changes proposed by

Consumers and not necessarily supported by Steff.

#8. The New Consumers Proposd to Defer ROA Implementation to

120 Days After Approva Should Be Rejected

A. The Problem

The rebuttal of Consumerswitness Bearman containsanew proposd: To defer implementation of
changesto the ROA tariff to a least 120 days after the date of any MPSC Order. Bearman Rebuttal,

2 Tr 48. Thisnew proposa was not included in the Consumers direct case and therefore is improperly

before the Commission as Rebuttal. Mr. Bearman's proposal should be rejected from a procedural

gtandpoint because it was presented in aformat that does not alow responsive testimony.

Mr. Bearman's proposal to delay tariff changesincludes no detailsto support avirtudly untenable
premise: dl changesto the ROA would take 120 days to implement. Mr. Bearman groups complex new
proposds induding implementation of different load profiling and aggregation mechanisms with sgnificant
but vastly less complex tariff revisons such as revising pendty provisons, deleting reference to loca
government requirementsand action on ROA deposits, etc. Reection of new Consumersproposasinthis
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use can be implemented ingtantly since rgjection merdly means that existing systems, rates and concepts
continue to be applied.

Equdly troubling is the time ddlay that would be forced by adoption of Mr. Bearman' s proposal.
Asuming fairly expeditious processing of this case, a Proposa For Decision is expected early July with
Exceptions and Repliesby late July or early Augugt. If the Commission movesswiftly, afind decison might
be expected | ate September or early October. 1f Mr. Bearman' s proposed 120 day delay isadopted, new
tariff provisonsfor ROA servicewould likely not beimplemented until February 2002. Partieswho hoped

to commence power deliveriesin the Fal of 2001 or January 1, 2002 would not be allowed to take

advantage of new ROA provisions until February 2002. Adoption of Mr. Bearman's proposal would be

another sgnificant ROA program delay in along series of ddays.

B. Proposed Solution

The Commission should Order adoption of any new tariff measures effective January 1, 2002.
Polich, 2 Tr 121. A possble exception could be made for those measures requiring implementation of
new methodologies, such as new sampling techniques for load profiling, etc. For these complicated new
programs, 30 to 60 days may be warranted but could be accommodated in the proposed January 1, 2002
effective date of the Order in this case isissued by November 1, 2001.

V. DETAILED DISCUSSION OF OTHER INDIVIDUAL ROA TARIFF ISSUES
This section of the Energy Michigan Brief will proceed through Consumers' proposed ROA tariff (Exhibit
A-1) and discuss each modification recommended by Energy Michigan witnesses Vail and Polich aswell

as selected proposals of MPSC Staff and other interveners. A list of the Energy Michigan proposals is
attached as Attachment 1 (Exhibit 1-5).
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A. Sec. F1.1(w) and F3D(2): Mandate to Comply With Government Requirements

At severd places (eg. F1.1(w), F3D(2), etc), the Consumers ROA tariff references local
government requirements to be met by an AES entity. These references should be deleted since PA 141
defines and limits the requirementsfor an AESto render service. The requirementsin PA 141 arelimited
to obtaining a license approved by the Commission. Neither the Commisson nor Consumers are

authorized to enforce additiona local government requirements.

B. ROA Sec. F1.3: Reciprocity Requirements Should Be Liberdlized As Recommended by Staff

Energy Michigan supports Staff’ s revisions to the Consumers reciprocity requirements to change
the reciprocity requirement standard from equivalent pecific rates, terms and conditions to a “relatively
equivdent” type of service. Bailey Exhibit S-15, Sec. F-3.10, Restates Consumers Rule F'1.3.

While Consumers has taken a step in the right direction by smply referencing that reciprocity will
apply to the extent required by PA 141, the Bailey proposa provides a more redigtic and easily

understood standard.

C. ROA Rule F2: Unused ROA Service Deposits “ Default” Trangition Charges and Inclusion of Bid

Process

1. Return of Bid Deposits

Energy Michigan witness Polich proposed that Rule F2 be modified to requirereturn of bid
depostsfor ROA capacity that is not currently used or will not beused inthe near future. Polich,
2 Tr 121. Thereasonsfor AES falure to commence ROA service were beyond the control of

marketers or AES entities and included events such aslack of summer transmission cgpacity inthe
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year 2000. Interest should be awarded to prevent awindfall to Consumers.

Notethat the MPSC Staff intheir draft Rule F4 recommended return of depositsby March
31, 2002. Bailey, Exhibits S-14 and S-15.

2. Effective Date of ROA Taiff Changes

The new ROA rules should be made effective January 1, 2002. Thiswould dlow deetion
of reference to pre-2002 programs such as the bid process and phase in schedule contained in

ConsumersRule F2. 1d.

3. “Default” Trandtion Charge

Findly, Consumers existing and proposed Rule F2 provides that the trangition surcharge
implemented January 1, 2002 will be as* established by the Michigan Public Service Commission
and specified in the then exigting company’s existing rate schedule” See Consumers Rule F2.
The Bailey proposed tariff a Sec. F2.4 provides that if the Commission does not determine the
trangtion charge as of January 1, 2002 a charge of .5 ¢ /kWh would be implemented.

Energy Michigan believesthat the Consumerslanguageisabetter choice. Giventherecent
bid results for Consumers open access programs it is unlikely that ROA service would be

economica with atrangtion charge above zero. Staff’ s proposd for adefault .5 ¢ /kWh transition
charge should be rgjected since it could inadvertently diminate what little competition does exist
onthe Consumerssyssemtoday. If the Staff .5 ¢ /kWh rateisreected, silence on thisissuewould
result inimplementation of azero trangtion chargewhichisdearly moreredistic on the Consumers

system in the current economic environment than the .5 ¢ advocated by the Staff.
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D. ROA Sec. F3: Samming

Consumers proposed ROA Sec. F3 deds with damming at (3). The new language added by
Consumers should be clarified to date that it isthe role of the Commission, not Consumers, to enforce
damming prohibitions other than in the verification of cusomer enrollment data. Polich, 2 Tr 122.

E ROA Sec. F3: Retaler Hligibility

ROA taiff digibility requirements should be revised regarding credit and the requirement to

purchase transmission.

1. The MPSC Staff Podition

As described in 111. Issue #1 above, Energy Michigan believes that ROA Rule F3D(7)
requirements that retailers be the entity to purchase transmission service should be deleted so that
marketers (and retailers) may contract for transmission and thus use avail able transmi ssion capacity

more efficently. Polich, 2 Tr 104-06.

The Staff has proposed new ROA Sec. 3.2 to specify retailer credit requirements. It
appears that Staff’ s recommendations assume that retailers will contract for transmission. Staff’s
proposed credit standards required would establish two months of financid exposure as a
reasonable amount of creditworthiness. Waiver of these requirementswould be required following
24 months of full and timely payment to Consumers. Exhibit S-15, Sec. 3.2.

2. Energy Michigan Pogition

a If retailers do not provide transmisson
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It should be kept in mind that snce the Commisson Order in U-12505 there is
very little exposure on the part of Consumers for non-transmission retailer credit risk.
Retailers do not pay trangtion charges and it is likely that the retail customer would be
ligblefor dl other ROA charges. Thus, whereretailers do not provide transmission there

should belittle or no credit requirement.

b. Where retailers or marketers provide transmission

To the extent that Mr. Bailey’s proposa appliesto retailers and assumesthat the
retailer functionsasapurchaser of transmission asenvisoned by Consumers (seelssue#l

above). Mr. Bailey's standard of two months exposure and waiver after 24 months of
good pay is acceptable.

If the Commission agrees with the Energy Michigan podtion in the I11. #1 that
marketers should be alowed to purchase transmission, application of Mr. Bailey’ scredit
gandard to marketers performing that function would be acceptable to Energy Michigan.
Energy Michigan strongly believes that it is marketers and not retailers who should be

dlowed to purchase transmission for sde to retailers, thus achieving maximum efficiency

in the use of transmission capacity.

Reply to Consumers

Consumersrebuttal witness Carrier objectsto Mr. Bailey’ scredit proposal onthegrounds

that imbal ancerisk could be exceedingly expengvefor transmission capacity and bemorethan Mr.

Baley's standard of two months of exposure. Mr. Carrier also testified that dropping credit

requirements after 24 months of good payment is not reasonable because retailers do not have a

physcd tie to Consumers and retailers are exposed to the risks of the commodity market where
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F.

there is no limitation to volume of business. Asan dternative to the Bailey proposd, Mr. Carrier
proposesto use Mr. Bailey’ s concepts from Case U-12489 which del ete credit requirements after
24 months good payment and made a new proposal that the credit required for back up service

for energy used during June, July and August be based on the market price of power. Carrier
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 70-72.

Energy Michigan believesthat the credit requirements proposed by Mr. Polichin Case U-
12489 are appropriate:;

a There should be no credit requirement for AES entities which do not purchase
transmission since they no longer pay trangtion charges. For marketers or AES entities
which purchase transmission there should be two months of OATT charges for the
required transmission capacity as an appropriate credit requirement. This amounts to
$5,000/MW of capacity based on the cost of $100/MW plus 50 hours of imbalances.
After 12 months of consistent good credit history, credit requirements should be waived.
U-12489, 2 Tr 307 (Polich). Notethat Snce Consumersreferenced the Bailey testimony

in U-12489, Energy Michigan is referencing Mr. Polich’s testimony in the same case.

b. At the least, Mr. Bailey’s proposed credit standard equaling two months of
charges and waiver of al credit requirements after 24 months of good payment should be
adopted.

ROA Sec. F3D(3): Retailer Requirements

1 Energy Michigan Pogition

Consumers new proposa for customer service request language in F3D(3) places the
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Company in the role of enforcing anti-damming requirements and does not clarify that eectronic

means can be used to create a contract between customer and retailer.

Energy Michigan witnesses Polich and Vall have proposed the following dlarification and

revisons to the new Consumers proposd:

a Rule FD(3) should be revised to darify that it is the role of the Commission, not
Consumers, to enforce damming prohibitions other than in the verification of customer

enrollment data. Polich, 2 Tr 125.

b. Rule FD(3) should dso be darified to include language that dlows al busness
between an AES and its customers to be conducted eectronically.

Witness Polich proposed including e ectronic datainterchange requirementsin the
tariff to provide for retailers to conduct business using industry standard EDI maps.
Consumers should be required to conduct € ectronic funds transfers and the AES should
be dlowed to conduct al business with customers on an eectronic bass if gpproved by
the customer including notices, contracts and credit checks. Polich, 2 Tr 124. Vdid
contracting should be able to be accomplished through signature, third party verification,
voice recording or other form approved by the Commission as is the case with the
Consumers Energy Gas Choice Rule H3 Program. Polich, 2 Tr 122; Vail 2 Tr 94.
These proposds are consistent with consumer protection and modern streamlined
contracting practices which will ensure that AES service is made widely available at the

most economical price. 1d.
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Reply to Consumers

a Consumersdid not rebut Mr. Polich’ srecommendation to revise F3D(3) to make

the Commission responsible for damming enforcement.

b. Consumersrebutta witness Carrier responded to Mr. Polich by proposing that the
Polich proposal be accepted with some modifications. Mr. Carrier proposed to establish
aworking group of eectric utilities and interested AES entities as well as PSC Staff and
that the group develop a“Michigan sandard” that would make sense given the particular
program requirements in Michigan. Once a uniform standard was set for Michigan,
Consumers and Edison could then implement EDI maps that adhere to the resulting
standard. Mr. Carrier also proposed that the cost of implementing EDI functiondity
equivdent to Detroit Edison ($400,000-$450,000) be included in Consumers
implementetion costs. Carrier Rebuttal, p. 6-7.

Energy Michigan believesthat Mr. Carrier’ s proposd is areasonable attempt to

address the concerns of Messrs. Polich and Vail.

C. In a Discovery Response Consumers has said that it will not review the vdidity of
customer’ s Sgnatures. See Attachment 4, Case Exhibit I-3, p. 7 of 10. Thereforethis

issueis resolved.

ROA Sec. 3.5: Complete Billing Charges

MPSC Staff Position

Staff witness Bailey proposed a new Sec. 3.5 which would outline, among other things,
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charges rendered by the Company for a so-cdled “complete billing” option in which Consumers
performs the billing function both for itsdlf and for an AES entity. Bailey, Exhibit S-15, Sheet F-
15.00.

2. Energy Michigan Pogition

Energy Michigan opposss inclusionin a Consumers tariff of competitive services offered

by Consumers. The completebilling optionisoffered in competition with billing services provided
by other private vendors. To the extent that chargesfor the billing service rendered by Consumers
are contained in an officid tariff, Consumers has a competitive advantage over non-utility entities

which may offer the same service but are not listed in the tariff.

H. ROA Sec. F5.2: Specifications for Power Supply Schedules

Consumersproposed Rule F5.2A incorporatesthe statement that schedul ed suppliesof power shdll
be madein 1 MW increments " as required by the OATT”. Sincethe OATT may change its requirement

from time to time the phrase, “1 MW" should be deleted so that the amount of power increments used
would smply be as required by FERC tariffs.

ROA Sec. F5.3: Curtallment of Sarvice

See discussion of |ssue #4 above.

J. ROA Sec. 5.4: Load Profile Service:

See discussion of Issue #5 above.

27



K. ROA Sec. F7: Billing and Payment

ROA Sec. F7 addresses the means by which customers are hilled for services rendered by
Consumersand the order in which paymentsreceived from customersare applied to Company and retailer
charges when the retailer purchases hilling services from the Company. Energy Michigan witness Polich
noted that the language does not address Stuations where a customer has withheld a portion of payment
due to billing disputes. Mr. Polich recommended that in such a case, the amount applied to each category
be reduced by the disputed payment amount. Polich, 2 Tr 123.

Energy Michigan witness Vail also proposed that Rule F7C be revised to ensure that customers
may require Consumersto send their bill to a third party (such as an AES) for payment. This option is
highly valued by customers who wish to receive only one bill for eectric service in order to minimize

paperwork and processing. Vail, 2 Tr 94.

L. ROA Sec. 11 Proposed MPSC Staff Arbitration Program
1 MPSC Staff Pogition

In their proposed dispute resolution procedures, MPSC Staff recommends uitilization

procedures essentialy smilar to the Detroit Edison proposal in which the American Arbitration
Association is utilized ingtead of the current Consumers program in which the Company first
attempts to resolve the disputes and then disputes are sent to the Michigan Public Service
Commission. Exhibit S-15, Rule F3.6(1)-(6).

2. Energy Michigan Pogition

Energy Michigan supports Consumers proposed dispute resolution procedures. Use of
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the MPSC asthefirst level of disputeresolution after discuss ons between retailersand Consumers
offers the most expeditious, inexpensive and unbiased resolution possible. Use of the Arbitration
Association will be more expensive than the dispute resolution procedures recommended by
Consumersin proposed tariff Sec. F11.

Individuad ROA Taiff Shedts R, S, P: Individud Tariffs

1. Energy Michigan Postion

The tariff sheets proposed by Consumersand proposed in amended form by Staff contain

provisions which could place unreasonable burdens on retallers.

a Tdecommunication Links

The Consumers ROA S (Secondary) and P (Primary) tariffs discuss
telecommunication links between demand meters and Consumers in terms of “telephone
lines’. Witness Polich testified that the phrase* and og remote communication links’ should
be subgtituted to dlow a wider range of technology to be used than just telephone lines.
Polich, 2 Tr 124.

b. Metering Requirements

Energy Michigan supportsConsumersproposa tomodify theROA-Sand ROA-P
tariff sections deding with metering requirements so that customer responsibility for
telephone linesis limited to Situations “when required” rather than in al cases. As noted
bel ow, there can and should be instances when telemetry is not required, particularly for
ingdlations below 1000 kW, and the Consumerslanguage recognizesthisfact. The Staff
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draft ROA tariff, particularly at Sec. 2.2 (metering) is phrased at Sheet F-5.00 so that it

appears that customers would be required to ingtall telemetry in dl indances where time

of use meteringisutilized. The cost of mandatory telemetry could be quite highwherethe
demand isrelatively small (1000 kW or below).

Also, notethat the Electric Choice enrollment program of Detroit Edison has been
dowed significantly by the requirement to ingtall telemetry between demand metersand the
utility which is usualy accomplished by new telephone lines'. The Staff’ slanguage which
could be interpreted as mandating use of telemetry would prevent an alternative approach
recommended by Energy Michigan in Case U-12489 and of waiving telemetry for
customers with less than 1000 kW of demand and using manual meter reads to provide
demand data for billing purposes.

C. Payment for Reactive Power Supply Service
1) Staff Pogtion
The Staff has proposed to insert language in ROA-R, -S and -P which
makes the retaller responsible for payment of the reactive power supply service
charge. S-15.

2) Consumers Rebuittal

Consumers rebuttal witness Bearman opposed that Staff |language on the
grounds that application of power factor charges is driven by the cusomer’s

1 MPSC Saff Report on Investigation of Detroit Edison Company Retail Open Access Customer
Enrdlment, December, 2000.
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manner of utilizing power as wdl as the efficiency of the cusomer’s equipment.
Customers having power factor issues need to take corrective action to address
the gtuation by improving the efficiency of their equipment or ingtaling capacitors.
Bearman Rebuttal, 2 Tr 45. Sinceitisacustomer issue, pricing Sgnasshould be

sent to the customer. 1d.

3) Energy Michigan Position

Eneragy Michigan agreeswith Consumers. The retaller should not behdd

responsible for a customer power factor that is beyond its control. The Staff
proposal should be rgjected.

d. Contract |ssues

The Staff R, Sand P language under “term and form of contract” providesthet al
service under this rate shal require a written ROA service contract.  This issue is
discussed in Rule F3.D3 above. |t is the pogstion of Energy Michigan that ROA
procedures should dlow contractsto be formed in writing, electronicaly by voice or other

means.

Staff curtallment of service/standby proposal F2.11

1. Staff Podition

Staff has proposed anew Sec. F.2.11 of Exhibit S-15 providing that where aretailer’s

sources of supply do not deliver to the point of receipt, theretailer shdl pay for dl power delivered.
Unless contracted for separately with the Company, the price of the service will be the same as

31



ROA backup service tariff charges. Staff draft F2.11, Exhibit S-15.

2. Energy Michigan Position

Under the Consumers OATT, Schedule 4 governs pricing of company supplied power in
Stuations where retailer imba ances exceed alowable band widths.

The Staff proposd for standby service appears to address the same factual Stuation and
improves the Consumers standby rate by limiting caculation of incremental or market rate price
to the hour which service is actudly used.

Energy Michigan can support the Staff proposd with the following changes:

a The ROA tariff should clearly ate that sandby is provided ether under OATT
Schedule 3 or the ROA-SB rate but not both.

b. The 10% mark up for standby rates should be deleted as inconsstent with PA
141. Phillips, 2 Tr 137.

C. Incremental costs should be calculated for the amount of service used not the
highest sngle Mwh used.

V. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Energy Michigan respectfully requests that the Commission:

1.

Regect the Consumers Energy ROA tariff revisons described above; and
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2. Adopt the Energy Michigan proposds for each tariff provison described above and in attached
Exhibit 1-5, # 1-15 including the eight mgor issues set forth by Energy Michigan on a detailed basis and
the remaining 14 ROA issues contained in the page by page discusson of the Consumers ROA tariff.

Respectfully submitted,

VARNUM, RIDDERING, SCHMIDT & HOWLETTLLP
Attorneys for Energy Michigan

Eric J. Schneidewind (P20037)
The Victor Center, Suite 810
201 N. Washington Square
Langng, Michigan 48933
(517) 482-6237

May 11, 2001 By:
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10.

EM  (RAP-1)

ENERGY MICHIGAN PROPOSED CHANGES TO CONSUMERS ROA TARIFF
Revise tariff to allow power marketers to conduct wholesale transactions including
transmission transactions to the point of delivery on Consumers distribution system.
Retailers would conduct and perform distribution transactions.

Amend rules to allow retailers to aggregate multiple customer loads for point-to-point
transmission service.

Add language to tariffs providing that Consumers must accomplish enrollment, including
customer switch to open access service, within 15 days of enrollment.

Add a new rule providing that contracts implementing ROA service must comply with
the tariff approved in this case.

Include new electronic data interchange requirements on standard EDI basis. Also
require that an AES may be allowed to conduct business with customers electronically
including notices, contracts and credit checks, if approved by the customer.

Rules F1.1(w) and F3D(2): Change to remove reference to local government

requirements to be met by AES.

Rule F2: Add return of deposits if ROA service is not commenced. Delete inclusion of
language regarding bid process and permanent rules.

Rule F3: Revise to clarify it is role of Commission, not Consumers, to enforce slamming
prohibitions.

Rule F3D3: Clarify that customer agreements can be verified by signature, third party
verification, voice recording or other form approved by the Commission.

Rule F5.2: Delete reference to scheduling supplies of power in I MW increments.



11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Rule 5.3 Curtailment of Service: Amend to set up process where Consumers first
determines that the AES’s power supplies are out of balance. Then AES is requested to
correct the problem within two hours. If the AES fails to correct the situation, then
Consumers invokes economic penalties under the OATT or revocation of AES license.

Revise Rule 5.4 Load Profile Service: Reduce charges to $0.001/kWh or allow suppliers

to schedule within 10% of the load profile without imbalance penalties or costs or

provide annual reconciliation of actual imbalance costs.

Rule F7 Billing and Payment: Revise to address billing disputes by providing that if a
customer withholds a portion of payment due to billing disputes, the amount applied to
that category of amount due shall be reduced by the disputed payment amount. Also, add
language to F7C to ensure customers maintain the right to have their Consumers bill sent
to a third party.

Rule F10: Revise Return to Service to allow return to tariff rates on 15 days notice. Until
2000 MW of transmission capacity available to competitors has been added.

Revise individual tariffs ROA-R, S, P to replace “telephone line” with “analog remote

communications links”. Also in those tariffs delete reference to a 1.2 ¢ /kWh transition

charge.
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Exhibit |-

MPSC Case No. U-12488
Exelon Energy

Page 5 of /0

12488-UE-CE-24

Question:

UECE007. Does Consumers believe it would be practicable and desirable to net the total power
imbalances of various retailers using its transmission and delivery system before '
applying any imbalance charges? If not, why not?

Response:

UECE007. No. Since each retailer is a separate transmission customer under the Company's
Electric Customer Choice Program, each transmission customer must balance their
power deliveries under the terms and conditions of the Company's Open Access
Transmission Tanff.

James F. Bearman, being first duly sworn, states that the above response is true and correct to
the best of his knowledge, information or belief.

Y Ve

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence this \a“ch day of December 2000.
<=
N Spnan)
Gail MSpees, Notary Publid

Jackson County, Michigan
My Commission Expires: March 13, 2001

Rates and Electric SBU Planning Dept 48800059
12488uc24jfb.doc ”
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exhibit I-

MPSC Case No. U-12488
Exelon Energy

Page & of /0

12488-UE-CE-27

Question:

UECE010: What is Consumer’s rationale for setting the threshold for the requirement of
Time-of-Use meters, set forth on Sheet F-16.00, at a Maximum Demand of 20
kW? Please provide any supporting documentation for your answer.

Answer; In determining what the threshold should be for profiling, we considered two
factors: 1) What the percentage increase to a customer would be for paying for
a time-of-use meter and 2) What was being considered at the time in other
states. Attached is a calculation showing the estimated effect of the higher
customer charge ($27.00 per month vs $16.20 per month) on a 20 kW
customer. For this example, I have assumed a 25% load factor which is typical
of small secondary commercial customers. The percentage increase is only
3.3% which means that if the customer can negotiate savings in their power
supply costs of greater than 3.3%, they will save money by participating in
Electric Customer Choice. Another factor that was considered, especially for
larger customers, is that pro\ﬁling does not recognize unique usage patterns such
as high Toad factor or off-peak use which means that for customers with these
characteristics, they would not achieve the savings with profiling that they

. xlould with interval metering.

In 1997, when we were designing our program, we looked at other states which
were considering profiling as an alternative to metering. One state, California,
was recommending a 20 kW threshold. See “Load Profiling Final Report dated
June 17, 1997.”

( NOTE: Attached is numbered document: 48800065 )

Carl A Gilzow being duly sworn, states that the above response is true and correct to the best
of his knowledge, information, and belief.

Car'A Gilzow
Electric Restructuring

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence this 5* day of December, 2000.

S slbsmce 2 MLl

EXPIRES Jan 4, 2004 48800064
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exnibit i-

MPSC Case No. U-12488
Exelon Energy

Page ! of /0

12488-UE-CE-26

Question:

UECEOQ09. Does Consumers believe that it is practicable to verify customer enrollments through
methods other than a physical or "wet" signature? If not, why not? Is it Consumers'
intent that only a "wet" signature from a Customer will satisfy the "signed statement"
requirement of Section F3.D(3) of the proposed tariff?

Response:

UECEQ0S. Unless there is a customer complaint regarding valid enrollment, it is not Consumers
intent to review and/or validate customer signatures. A ROA customer enrollment is
considered valid if the retailer provides the correct account number, account name, and -
account address. In addition, the retailer must acknowledge/affirm (by signing their
CE retailer contract) that they are responsible for documenting and maintining proof
of a customer's authorization. Any of the MPSC-approved authorization formats
(currently signatures, but may some day include third party phone recording or
electronic signatures). Consumers will only seek proof of authorization on behalf of
investigating a customer inquiry, concern, or complaint. It is conceivable that the
MPSC may also ask for proof of compliance.

James F. Bearman, being first duly sworn, states that the above response is true and correct t6
the best of his knowledge, information or belief.

Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence tlus 4 day of December 2000.

& L)l

Sammie B. Dalton, Notary Public
Jackson County, Michigan
"~ My Commission Expires: January 4, 2004

Rates and Electric SBU Planning Dept 48500063

12488ue26jfb.doc



