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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

kkhkhkkkhhkkhhhkkhkhhkhkhhkhkhkkhkikkkk%x

In the matter of the rates, terms, and
conditions for retail customers of

THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY for
to choose an alternative electric supplier.

Case No. U-12489

INITIAL BRIEF OF ENERGY MICHIGAN, INC.

I. INTRODUCTION

In Order U-12489 issued June 19, 2000, the Michigan Public Service Commission (Commission)
Ordered the Detroit Edison Company (Edison or Detroit Edison) to file tariffs governing the
experimental and Retail Open Access programs with any revisions appropriate to comply with PA
141 and PA 142 of 2000 and to remedy the problemsthat customers have experienced thusfar. On
November 30, 2000 Detroit Edisonfiled arevised Retail Access Service Tariff (RAST) together with
supporting testimony. Staff and interveners filed their direct testimony February 2, 2001 and

Rebuttal was filed March 2, 2001. Cross examination of all the witnesses was waived.

[l. SUMMARY OF ENERGY MICHIGAN POSITION ON 12 MAJOR ISSUES

A. Introduction.

This proceeding presents the last opportunity for the Commission to fashion anew RAST
which will function efficiently and fairly to deliver Electric Choice service on the Detroit Edison
system when that system isopento full competition January 1, 2002. A new tariff iscritical because
the existing framework asimplemented by Detroit Edison simply doesnot work. Thefailingsof the

current Retail Access Tariff and Detroit Edison’s implementation of that flawed tariff have been



adequately documented by the MPSC Staff.> Unfortunately, asexplained below, Detroit Edison has
presented a new RAST proposal which is lengthy and fails to distinguish between current

unacceptable provisions and new unacceptable reforms or revisions. A close examination of this

flawed document makes one point abundantly clear: approval of the Edison RAST with its new
revisions will further handicap or outright destroy the potential for competition on the Edison

system.

The lengthy RAST format chosen by Edison together with their attempt to inject scores of
new issuesinto an already complicated proceeding will tempt the Commission to throw up its hands
in despair of ever fashioning an acceptable RAST. Energy Michigan urgently requests that the
Commissionresist thetemptationtotakean al or nothing approach and rather maintain two separate
and distinct focusesthroughout thisproceeding. Thefirst focus should be on thetwelve major policy
issues which must be addressed throughout this tariff to fashion a workable Electric Choice
program. The second and equally important focus is to accept the fact that myriad other RAST
detailsmust be addressed now in order to avoid future problems. The Energy Michigan presentation
in this case will focus on major and minor issuesin aformat that allows rapid consideration of each

point.

Attachment 1, (Case Exhibit 1-6) is aredlined version of the Energy Michigan changes to
Edison’srevised new RAST. The author requests that readers reference 1-6 redlined RAST while

reviewing this Brief. Case Exhibit I-5 is the “clean” Energy Michigan version of an acceptable
RAST. I-5 represents aworkable new RAST which should be adopted by the Commission in toto.

B. 12 Major Issues Should Be Addressed.

Asastarting point, Energy Michigan urges that the Commission review Edison’s proposed

RAST from the perspective of twelve maor policy considerations listed below:

! Report on Investigation of Detroit Edison Company Retail Open A ccessProgram Customer
Enrollment and Supplier Support Systems and Processes. MPSC Staff. December 2000.
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1 The Commission should only accept proposed revisions to the RAST that are
specifically considered and approved.

2. The Commission should reject Edison’ s proposed mandatory |oad profile programs
for customers with less than 300 kW demand as anti-competitive and revise them in

accordance with Energy Michigan’s suggestions.

3. The Commission should require that Edison be subject to a mandatory 15 day
customer enrollment processing deadline. If the deadlineisnot met, AES power deliveries

should commerce and customers should be credited with savings.

4, The Commission should reject Edison’ sfour proposed rateincreasesor rate designs,
embedded in its proposed RAST, asillegal and unreasonable: 1) proposed new increased
meter charges, 2) the proposed new energy-only system use chargethat increasesrates, 3) the

proposed new power factor charges, and 4) proposed new seasonal power loss factors.

5. The Commission should reject Edison’s punitive Return to Service provisions in
view of summer transmission capacity constraints and consequent impacts that have

prevented AES' from reliably obtaining transmission capacity.

6. The Commission should reject Edison’ s propose credit requirements as punitive and

adopt reduced credit requirements in conjunction with waiver provisions.

7. The Commission should eliminate unnecessary tel emetry requirementsfor customers

with less than 1000 kW demand, thereby speeding customer enrollment.

8. The Commission should reject Edison’s current customer curtailment program as
unworkabl e instead require Edison to manage insufficient supply situations with balancing

provisions and expedited procedures to arrange for alternate supplies.



0. The Commission should reject Edison’s post-facto load profile system as anti-

competitive and unreasonable, and adopt Energy Michigan’s proposed load profile system.

10.  TheCommissionshouldrequire Edisonto return bid depositsto customersfor whom

EC service has not commenced because capacity cannot be utilized.

11.  TheCommission should modify Edison’ sproposed RAST toremovereferencetothe

duties of non-jurisdictional entities, i.e. marketers.

12. The Commission should reject Edison’ srequest for a 120 day implementation delay
of RAST modificationsasunnecessary, except for revisionsrequiring asignificant hardware
installation.

Numerous Minor But Important Details Must Be Addressed.

IV. below contains a long but necessary discussion of the numerous RAST provisions

proposed by Edison. None of the Edison proposal s discussed should be adopted without aruling by

the Commission. Energy Michigan has provided cogent reasons for rejecting or revising each

change discussed.

If the Commission dealswith thetwelvemajor issuesin1ll. and thentakesthetime and effort

toruleonthemyriad of detailswhich arealso presentedin 1V. below, anew RAST can befashioned

which will be a sound, workable basis for future competition on the Detroit Edison system.

A.

[1l. DETAILED DISCUSSION OF TWELVE MAJOR ISSUES

Issue #1: Format of the November 30, 2000 RAST Filing.

The Problem.



Edison’ sNovember 30, 2000 34 pageRAST filingwasunmarked and contained no redlining
toillustrate changesfrom the currently effective RAST. See Case Exhibit A-2. Thisproposed tariff

was accompanied by more than 100 pages of testimony which purported to justify the RAST but
failed to distinguish between existing and proposed new RAST provisions. Itishard to imagine a

more confusing and potentially misleading format given the extreme complexity of the 34 page
RAST filing.

Energy Michigan counsdl requested aredlined version of this tariff and was told that none

was available to illustrate proposed changes from the current RAST.

Edison’s RAST filing places the Commission and participants in this proceeding in an
awkward position. The normal framework of dealing with arequest to revise an existing document
by considering each change is made difficult or impossible. The new RAST format used by Edison
means that every single page and line of the tariff could be characterized as arevision, thus making
a discussion of each point difficult or extremely burdensome. On the other hand, given the
significant importance of many so called minor changes in the RAST, the parties cannot afford to

assume that all changes have been identified by Edison or that minor changes should be ignored.

B. Proposed Solution.

The best solution to this quandary would be to adopt the new RAST submitted by Energy

Michigan as Case Exhibit 1-5. The second best solution would be a clear statement by the

Commission that any substantive changesto the current, effective RAST arenot approved unlessthe

approval is made specific in the language of the Order in this matter. At the end of this process, if

Edison believesthat the Order does not touch upon all substantiveissuesor has questionsregarding
which issues are substantive and which are a matter of form, the Commission should require that
parties to this proceeding be allowed to comment on the Edison position regarding each issue or

point raised.



The Commission is certainly aware of the mischief that can be caused by even a few
misplaced or revised words in a complex electric tariff. The Commission should guard against
unintended consequences attached to the confusing format of this filing by adopting procedures
which will ensurethat any substantive changeto the current RAST isamatter of deliberate, explicit

Commission approval.

Issue #2: The New Detroit Edison Load Profiling Concept Should Be Rejected:
RAST Section 27.2

A. The Problem

Load profiling is amethod of estimating the monthly demand of a class of energy metered
customers by installing demand meters on a statistically significant number of these customersand
using this data as a proxy demand per kWh of energy use for all members of the class. The actual
demand from the sample can then be used to estimate the kW or MW of power that should be or
should have been delivered to Edison by the EC supplier and the kW of ademand based system use
charge that should be charged to each energy metered EC customer.

Energy Michigan witness Polich described why Detroit Edison’s proposed load profiling
methodology for customers with 300 kW or less demand will not work. The Detroit Edison load

profiles are generated for each customer class using aset of sampling meters but profiles containing

actual load dataare not supplied to the AES or marketer until long after actual enerqy consumption.

Prior to actual use, the AES has to estimate the amount of power that will be used by its customer.
Sinceactual demand dataderived from Edison samplingissupplied long after actual use, itisalmost
guaranteed that there will be an imbalance between AES deliveries and actual AES customer
consumption. If there is an imbalance, the AES is subject to harsh OATT imbalance penalties.
Polich, 2 Tr 270-73.

Energy Michigan witnessVail described the deficienciesof the Edison load profiling system



as it applies to AES entities which desire to manage their customer load to reduce on peak
consumption and cost. Vail, 2 Tr 251-56. Unlessstatistically generated profilesare provided before
actual energy useand are sampled for customerswho havetheir load managed, an Alternate Supplier
such as New Power offering energy management services cannot gain credit for on peak reductions
or other impacts of remote management. Id. Providers such as New Power need to be able to both
reduce on peak energy deliveriesto Edison where load management has reduced the on peak use

of their customersand have Detroit Edison recognizethat on peak |oad reductionwhenit comestime

to balance AES or marketer deliverieswith recorded consumption by AES|oad managed customers.
If on peak reduction achieved for load profiled customers is not recognized by Edison sampling
techniques, Edison would assume that New Power customers used the same amount of on peak
energy power as other residential customers without load management and that New Power’s

reduction of on peak power deliveriesto Edison created a system imbalance subject to penalty.

The attached Edison discovery responses EMDE 8.47-8.50 (see attached Exhibit [-8) show
the damage that could be caused by Edison’ sload profiling system. Attachment 2, Case Exhibit I-8.
On February 7, 2001, Edison filed for approval of aresidential |oad interruption program Tariff R-
14. Application U-12820. Thistariff allows Edison to give energy metered customersa$4.00 credit
for each day which their air conditioning is interrupted. The interruption device does not use
metering. However, Edisonadmitsthat it will not makethisserviceavailableto competitors(EMDE
8.49) and that it will not recognize AES load management efforts unless the customer is demand
metered (EMDE 8.47).

This Edison position on Tariff R-14 could create a monopoly on small energy metered
customer (300 kW or less) load management service. First, Edison would switch al small
customers to energy metered service. Then Edison can manage retail bundled load on Rate R-14
without demand metersbut would refuseto recogni zel oad management efforts of competitorsunless

they install Edison’s own demand meters at prohibitive costs.

B. Proposed Solution.



Witness Polich set forth acomprehensive program for providing service to energy metered
customers under aload leading concept. Edison would be required to install sampling meters for
each customer class and use them to generate load profiles which would be supplied to each AES
on an hourly basis before electric service was used. The profiles would incorporate the specific
customer mix served by the AES and would include all transmission and distribution line losses.
Also, since Detroit Edison currently provides interruptible residential service, load profiles for
interruptible or managed AES loads would be provided on request aswell. Polich, 2 Tr 273. Under
the Energy Michigan proposal the AES supply would bein balancewith AES customer use if power
deliveries matched the hourly load leading profile provided by Detroit Edison. Edison could adjust
the prospective load profile but would have to do so by 1:00 P.M. the day prior to the effective day

of the change.

At the end of each month, Edison would compare the actual power deliveriesto the energy
metered customer’ s actual consumption. Differences between the two would be billed or credited
to the appropriate party at the flat rate of $50.00 per Mwh. Should the AES scheduled deliveries
deviate from the provided load profile, the hourly energy imbalance charges and credits would be
at the much higher (at least $100/Mwh) rates contained in Schedule 4 of the OATT. Polich, 2 Tr
272-73. Thus, the AESwould have avery strong motive to balance deliverieswith actual use. The
revisionsproposed by Mr. Polichinclude Edison’ sprovision of load managed profiles as supported
by witness Vail. Note that Edison not only has load management service for residential air
conditioning but has attempted to supplement this service with an unmetered option in Rider R-14.

Unless a load management option is incorporated into load profiling, AES competitors will be

unableto offer managed load service in competition with Edison sincethey would be unableto gain

acredit for their on peak load reduction efforts or to avoid penalties.

Costs of the proposed load profile service would be covered by existing Edison system use
and customer service charges. See Attachment 1 (Case Exhibit 1-6), Sec. 8.22, Sec. 32, Sec. 19, and
Sec. 27.2.



C. The Edison Rebuttal is Not Persuasive.

Edison rebuttal witness Basso claims that it would be impossible to provide load leading
profilesfor managed |oad and objectsto Mr. Polich’sproposed $50/Mwh settlement rate used when
the AES follows the Edison profiles. Basso Rebuttal, 2 Tr 195.

Mr. Basso’'s criticism is unfounded. There are several ways to provide the required
recognition of small customer load management efforts. Edison could utilize unmanaged profiles
for small customers but verify the AES' interruption capability before the fact and monitor actual
interruptions achieved by radio signals or other devices. In the alternative, Edison could make
available its own non-metered |oad interruption system which will be used in conjunction with the

R-14 tariff as ameans of interrupting AES provided equipment, etc.

As noted on the record, the charge for imbalances that occur after compliance with load

profilesisjustified by average energy prices which have typically been below $50 /Mwh on ayear
around basis even though the level s occasionally exceed $50. Edison has produced no evidenceto
show that average energy coststypically exceed $50/Mwh. Use of $50 rather than the higher $100
OATT penalty rateisjustified by the fact that the lower $50 rate applies only where the AES has

delivered all the Mwh requested by Edison using Edison’s profiles.

D. The Staff Load Profile Proposal Is Better Than Edison’s But Needs Improvement.

Staff’ sproposed |oad profiletariff (Exhibit S-19) isan improvement over the Edison concept
but (1) does not address profiling of managed load (2) contains an excessive service charge of .46
¢ /kWh and (3) does not provide details of calculating or pricing demand imbalances. It should be
rejected or modified to incorporate Mr. Polich’s proposals.



Issue #3: Mandatory Electric Choice Processing Deadlines

A. Mandatory Processing Deadlines Are Necessary.

Energy Michigan witness Schlansker described the numerous problems, unpredictability and
system failures that have characterized the Detroit Edison Electric Choice enrollment process.
Schlansker, 2 Tr 240-47. Mr. Schlansker aso testified that the problems identified causing
enrollment delay have either not been solved or new problems are arising which lead to his

conclusion that Detroit Edison has still not fixed the problems. Schlansker, 2 Tr 245.

Enrollment problems identified:

1 RAST Section 5.3 could be read to require written authorization for service.

2 The Detroit Edison RAST requirement 2.9.1 that telephone or electronic telemetry
beinstalled in all demand metered installations above 20 kW. Schlansker, 2 Tr 243-44.

B Proposed Solution.

Mr. Schlansker proposed that Detroit Edison be required to:

1. Compl ete enrollment on the next regular meter read date if the enrollment is made
15 calendar days prior to the next meter read date. Schlankser, 2 Tr 246. Notethat at |east
five other states have imposed processing deadlines in the 15 day range. Schlansker, 2 Tr
247. COMPLETION OF ENROLLMENT SHOULD MEAN THAT EC SERVICE WILL
COMMENCE ON A DATE CERTAIN WHICH IS 15 DAYS AFTER APPLICATION.
AES SUPPLIESWOULD BE ALLOWED TO COMMENCE ELECTRIC DELIVERIES
INTO THE EDISON SYSTEM AS OF THE DATE CERTAIN

10



2. Delete RAST requirement Sec. 2.9.1 for communication links on demand meters of
less than 1000 kW. Schlansker, 2 Tr 245, Polich, 2 Tr 288, Ex. 1-5 Sec. 7.4, EX. 1-6 Sec.
29.1.

Witness Polich demonstrated that it is not necessary for al internal demand meters
to have remote read capability. Edison’s decision to retain RAST customers on the same
billing cycle as they would be under bundled tariffs would allow Edison to continue to use
conventional meter reading systems. These systems provide the monthly demand data for
bill preparation and establishing energy imbalances. Thus, conventional reading of smaller
demand metered customerswould provide the data Edison requiresto properly charge those
customers. Edison isunable to usetelemetry datato interrupt customers where imbalances

occur since interruption equipment has not been installed on customers less than 1000 k\W.

Deleting telemetry for loads less than 1000 kW would place responsibility on the AES to
develop proper sampling techniques to track demand without meter telemetry or bear the

consequences for its failure to do so. Polich, 2 Tr 288-89.
3. Elimination of language requiring written authorization is supported by use of a
similar concept in the Consumers Energy tariff aswell. Seedetailed discussion in Issue#7
below.
Edison Rebuttal is Not Persuasive.
1 Electronic processing.

Mr. Newbold agreed to revise RAST 5.3to allow contractsto be made other than on
awritten basis but opposed revisionsto RAST Sec. 13 which would cover customer - AES

electronic requirements. Mr. Newbold wantsto limit Sec. 13 to Edison-AESissues. 2 Tr
131.

11



2. 15 day time frame and elimination of data links below 1000 kW.

Edison’s main rebuttal witness Gessner claimed that the shorter time lines for
installing meters proposed by witness Bailey and by inference the 15 day deadline proposed
by Energy Michiganisunrealistic, particularly in view of thetimeneeded toinstall telephone

telemetry service. WitnessNewbold claimed that Edisonisattempting to meet a15 day time

frame but should only be held responsible for time deadlines which it can control and
specifically excluded telephoneinstallations. Gessner Rebuttal, 2 Tr 47, Newbold Rebuttal,
2 Tr 122-27.

The Edison rebuttal witnesses have made Energy Michigan’s point: deletion of the

mandatory telecommunication link between meter and Detroit Edison for customers of less

than 1000 kW would eliminate most of the installation problem delays experienced by

customers or AES providers and leave Edison with an enrollment processing responsi bility
that could be fulfilled in 15 days.

Regarding telemetry, it is clear that mandatory telecommunication links between
small meters and Detroit Edison are the main cause for delay of Electric Choice service
enrollment and are neither financially or technically necessary to protect Detroit Edison.
This requirement should be abolished with a revision of RAST 2.9.1 through 2.9.3 as
proposed in 1V. below.

Energy Michigan continues to believe that some form of requirement or
encouragement for el ectronic contracting between customersand the AES should be explicit
to confirm that this form of interaction is acceptable. The Energy Michigan revisions to
RAST Sec. 13 accomplish thisgoal.

12



A.

Issue #4: Four New Detroit Edison rate increases should be rejected.

Detroit Edison has proposed rate increases for metering: RAST 8.7, System Use
Charges: RAST 8.7, Changed Power Factor: RAST 8.8 and Real Power Losses: RAST
Section 19, which should be rejected as illegal or unjustified.

Energy Michigan witness Polich characterized the new Detroit Edison metering,
energy charge for low voltage customers, power factor and power loss proposals as rate
increasesor potential rateincreaseswhich are prohibited by Michigan law. Polich, 2 Tr 279,
280, 292-93 and 295. These issues are discussed separately below:

New Meter Charge: Proposed RAST 8.7

1. The problem.

Currently, Detroit Edison customers with 20 kW or more of demand may obtain
demand metering at no additional charge. Polich, 2 Tr 280. Edison’sproposed RAST Sec.

2.8.2 mandates that al customers below 300 kW must be energy metered and cannot use
demand metersfor billing purposes. Sec. 8.7 imposes metering charges of $36 per month
(single phase) or $48 per month (three phase) on low voltage customers above 300 kW.

Detroit Edison is thus proposing to charge a fee for demand meter service that is now

provided at no additional charge to low voltage customers above 300 kW and deprive

customers from 20 KW - 300 kW of a“free’” demand meter and use of demand based rates.

Exhibit I-7, p. 2 of 2 (Attachment 3) showsthat Edison’ s proposal to chargefor low voltage
demand meters can cause rate increases of 33% for a customer with 23 kW demand and a

2. 7% increase for customers above 300 kW demand.

2. The solution.
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B.

Edison’ snew low voltage meter chargesfor customers above 300 kW and refusal to
continue providing “free’” metersfor 20 kW to 300 kW customers should be rejected as a
prohibited rate increase. See Exhibit I-6 Sec. 8.7. Also, notethat Mr. Polich’s proposal to
eliminate mandatory telemetry will streamline EC enrollment timefor most demand metered
customers, reduce costs and preserve existing meter read cycleswhile giving Detroit Edison
the demand data it claimsto need to properly charge energy imbalances. Edison’s proposal
to take away demand metersfor customers below 300 kW and charge extrafor low voltage
meterswhen customer demand exceeds 300 kW amountsto withdrawing formerly provided

meter service without providing rate reductions. Mr. Polich’'s proposal advocates

maintenance of the status quo.

New Mandatory Energy Based System Use Charge for Customers L ess Than 300 kW Should

Be Regjected - RAST 8.7

1 The problem.

Currently, low voltage customers with demand of 20 kW and above may require
installation of demand metering and have a two part demand / energy charge. Customers
below 20 kW have been provided system use service at $3.42 / kW per month without
demand metersbut estimates of demand are made on the basi s of Edison demand conversion
tables. Edison proposesto substitute a new energy based system use charge of 3.01 ¢ /kWh
for al customers below 300 kW demand and MPSC Staff supports a new 2.88 ¢ /kWh

system use charge.

Mr. Polich modeled the Detroit Edison proposal for energy only chargesin Exhibit
I-7 (Attachment 3), page 1 of 2. Attachment 3 shows that for a customer with aload factor
of 21% Edison’s 3.01 ¢/kWh energy charge increases rates by 18.9% for a customer with
a 32% load factor, the rate increase is 82%. Attachment 3 (Case Exhibit 1-7), p. 1-2. Itis

no accident that the Detroit Edison revised small customer charge structure punishes the
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higher load factor customers who are most likely to switch to EC service.

Infact, with Edison’s3.01 ¢/kWh system use charge, al customerswith load factors
greater than 15.6 % get rate increases.” With the Staff 2.88 ¢ / kWh charge, all customers
with load factors greater than 16.3% get increases.’

2. Proposed solution.

Thenew Edison system use charge based on energy should berej ected and the current
$3.42 /KW charge should be retained. Polich, 2 Tr 279, 1-6, Sec. 8.7.

New Power Factor Charge: RAST Sec. 8.8.

1. The problem

The new, proposed power factor charge of $3.50/ kVAR in RAST 8.8 could impose

significant cost increases on low voltage distribution customers. Polich, 2 Tr 292.

2. The solution.

Mr. Polich proposed that Edison be forced to demonstrate that a penalized
power factor is outside a 10% deviation band for the voltage level at which the
customer is served and for all Edison customerswith similar electric use. Otherwise
this provision would increase rates for secondary service RAST customers electing
to use demand meters. Polich, 2 Tr 293, also see Attachment 1, Sec. 8.8.

2 These simple mathematical calculations can be performed by using the data provided.
® These simple mathematical calculations can be performed by using the data provided.
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D. New Power Loss Charges: RAST Sec. 19

1 The problem.

Detroit Edison proposes to implement an extremely complicated series of seasonal

real power loss factors which are differentiated by four voltages. RAST, Sec. 19. Mr.

Polich explained that this new system is overly complex and_may mask rate increases as

compared to levels utilized for sales customers. The complexity and configuration of the

new seasona charging mechanism makesit virtually impossible to detect whether or not it

isarateincrease. Polich, 2 Tr 295.

2. The solution.

A simpleway to deal with this problem isto impose the same power |oss provisions
for bundled sales and for EC customers which are included in Edison’s cost of service
calculationfor full servicerates. 1d. Thisnon-discriminatory common sense solution avoids
a potential serious overcharge or monitoring problem which cannot be resolved absent a
standard which is applicable to other Edison customers. See Attachment 1 (Case Exhibit |-
6), Sec. 19.

E. The Edison Rebuttal of Mr. Polich’s Testimony On Four New Edison Charges Is Not

Persuasive.

1. Low voltage meter charges: RAST Sec. 8.7

Edison witness Bloch claims that the current $5.95 monthly service fee for low
voltage customers was intended for only energy metered customers. Bloch Rebuttal, 2 Tr
222. However, an examination of the currently existing RAST shows that the $5.95 per

month service charge is applicable to low voltage customers subject to demand metering
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(RAST, Sec. 6.8, 6.9). Currently, pursuant to RAST Sec. 7 demand metersare required for
EC service. While customers are alowed to waive demand meters (RAST, Sec. 7.2) Sec.

7 saysthat Detroit Edison will provide meters used by these customers. Detroit Edison still

has not controverted Mr. Polich’s statement that under current RAST provisions, Detroit

Edison furnishes demand meters at no extra charge to customers with 20 kW or more of

demand. Polich, 2 Tr 280. Mr. Bloch’'s proposal to charge for demand meters is a rate

increase compared to current practices.

2. Proposed new energy charge for customers with less than 300 kW demand: RAST
Sec. 8.7.

Edison’ s rebuttal witness Bloch admits that the new energy charge mechanism for

customerswith demand of lessthan 300 kW will raisetherate of high load factor customers.
Bloch Rebuttal, 2 Tr 229-30. For these high load factor customers, Mr. Bloch’s proposal

isarate increase which is prohibited by PA 141, Sec. 10d(1). It appearsto be no accident
that Mr. Bloch’'s proposal will significantly increase the rates for those high load factor
customers most likely to switch to EC service. See Attachment 3 (Case Exhibit I-7), p. 1 of
2.

Mr. Gessner claims that the Edison program to eliminate demand meters for
customers below 300 kW is designed to simplify and eliminate complexity. Gessner
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 43-44. Mr. Gessner failsto note that Edison’s load profile program at the
sametimewould increaseratesfor all small customerswith aload factor greater than 15.6%
and discourage many customersfrom switching to EC service. See Attachment 3. If Edison
is interested in simplifying EC service to low voltage customers it should embrace Mr.
Polich’sand Mr. Schlansker’s proposal to eliminate the telemetry requirement for meters
at 1000 kW and below.

3. Power factor charge: RAST Sec. 8.8 and power loss charges RAST Sec. 19.

17



Edison witness Bloch claims that the Polich proposal for low voltage power factor
chargesis overly complex and burdensome. Bloch Rebuttal, 2 Tr 233. Note, however, the
extremely complex new seasonal real power |oss adjustments proposed by Edisonin RAST,
Sec. 19. This proposal is so complex as to invite hidden rate increases. According to
Edison, when complexity favors Edison, it isfine, but when complexity favorsthe customer
itisbad.

Summary of Energy Michigan Position on Edison’s Proposed Rate Increases.

Following is a summary of these very complex subjects:

1. Proposed new meter chargesin RAST 8.7: All meter charges proposed by Edison

should berejected for customers above 20 kW since these customers are currently receiving
demand metering at no charge and imposition of the Edison chargeswould bearateincrease
prohibited by PA 141, Sec. 10d(1).

2. Proposed new energy chargesin RAST 8.7: The substitution of an energy chargein
place of the current two part demand/ energy chargefor low voltage customerswith lessthan
300 kW demand in RAST 8.7 should bergjected. Itimposesarateincreaseon all customers
with aload factor greater than 16%. Staff’sproposed 2.88 ¢ /kWh chargeincreasesratesfor
all customerswith load factors greater than 16.3%. These are the customerswho are likely

to switch to EC service.

3. Edison’ sproposed power factor chargein RAST 8.8 should bergjected asapotential

rateincrease. The current power factor provisions should be retained.

4, Revised seasonal power loss chargesin RAST Sec. 19 should be rejected as being
both overly complex and likely to conceal arate increase. The current power loss charges
should be retained.
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Issue #5: Return to Service: RAST Sec. 5.4

A. The Problem.

During the summer of 2000 Alternate Supplierswere unableto secure the firm transmission
capacity necessary to serve EC customers in a time frame when EC service would have been
economically attractive. Detroit Edison and Consumers Energy monopolized the available firm
transmission capacity into Michigan until economicschangedinthefall of 2000 and EC servicewas
no longer financially feasible. The transmission acquisition practices of Detroit Edison and
Consumers Energy distorted the competitive market and prevented the emergence of competition.
Polich, 2 Tr 282. An economic carrot and stick approach is necessary to ensure that this scenario
will not be repeated. As things currently stand, a utility has an incentive to exclude competitors
because it knows it can keep customers on bundled service if a customer believes that its EC

provider will not be able to serve throughout the summer.

The current Edison return to service provisions are burdensome and unreasonablein light of

the unavailability of firm transmission service.

B. Proposed Solution.

Energy Michigan witness Polich proposed a new set of return to service provisions RAST
5.4, et seq. in place of the new Edison proposals. Mr. Polich proposesthat an EC customer should
be able to return to bundled service on 15 day notice for as little as three months until firm
transmission capacity available into Michigan hasincreased by the 2000 MW mandated under PA
141, Sec.10v. Id, 2 Tr 282-83.

As an alternative to accepting customers returning to their system, utilitieswould have an
incentive to either share their transmission capacity with power suppliers serving retail customers

or resell transmission capacity to power suppliers. Sale of available transmission capacity owned
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by utilities to AES entities would cause no financial harm to those utilities and would benefit
competition. Thus, implementation of Mr. Polich’s suggestion would give Detroit Edison a
financially feasible means of meeting Mr. Polich’s 2000 MW test and avoiding the very return to

service standards which Edison opposes on rebuttal.

Without some form of economic disincentive such as relaxed return to service standards,
Energy Michigan believes it is unlikely that utilities will refrain from monopolizing scarce
transmission assets. Mr. Polich’s suggestion contains both a mechanism and rational economic

incentiveto ensurereasonableavailability of firm transmission capacity for al AESpower suppliers.

C. Edison Rebuttal Witness Zakem Has Not Effectively Contradicted the Polich Testimony.

Edison witness Zakem attempted to respond to Mr. Polich by demonstrating that non-utility

entities have secured capacity across the AEP system for the summer of 2001. Zakem, 2 Tr 74-76.
Interestingly, Mr. Zakem fails to refute Mr. Polich’s basic contention that Detroit Edison and

Consumers Energy were able to monopolize scarce transmission capacity during the summer of

2000. Mr. Zakem'sdataisrelevant to the summer of 2001 when market conditions have made
competition relatively infeasible, thus removing the motive for Edison and Consumers to
monopolize scareresources. Also, Mr. Zakem'slist of entities holding summer 2001 AEP capacity
does not include any Michigan AES or marketing affiliate of aMichigan AES. Thus, AES entities

are still shut out of the firm transmission market across AEP.

Adoption of Mr. Polich’sproposal arguably does not harm utilities (Edison can either avoid
monopolizing capacity or if it does so, it can resell scarce capacity at cost to marketers) and avoid
Mr. Polich’spenaltiesaltogether. Inthelong run, if 2000 MW of additional firm capacity isindeed
put into service and made available to non-utility entities, the problem will be solved once and for
al under Mr. Polich’s approach. In either case, Edison will not be harmed by Mr. Polich’s

proposalsif it does not engage in transmission hoarding.
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Issue #6: The Excessive Edison Credit Reguirements Should Be Reduced: RAST Sec. 12

A. The Problem: Current Edison Credit Requirements Are Excessive.

Energy Michigan witness Polich described Detroit Edison’s current credit requirements
which are $30,000/MW for summer backup energy and $2,000 for non-summer months. Polich, 2
Tr 307. He characterized these requirements as excessive. 1d. The burden of Edison’s credit
requirementsisasignificant added cost of doing businesswhich further erodes already thin Electric

Choice economics. |d.

B. Proposed Solution.

Mr. Polich hastwo solutions. First, there should be no credit requirementsat all for an AES
since the Commission’s decision in U-12478 requires customers, not AES entities, to pay bid
transition charges through 2001 and all transition charges thereafter. Polich, 2 Tr 307. Edison
rebuttal witness Gessner has agreed to this point. Gessner Rebuttal, 2 Tr 46.

Second, for marketers which supply energy to an AES, Mr. Polich understands that such
entities can be required to meet transmission related credit requirements but marketers cannot and
should not be required to purchase and post credit for emergency energy service because the
Commission in Case U-12272 prohibited Edison from requiring the purchase of emergency energy

service.

Mr. Polich proposes to use two months of OATT charges for the required transmission
capacity as an appropriate credit requirement. Thisamountsto $5,000/MW of capacity based on a
cost of $100/MW plus 50 hours of imbalances. After 12 months of consistent good credit history,
credit requirements should be waived. Polich, 2 Tr 307.

Notethat Staff witnessBailey also proposed awaiver of credit requirementsafter 24 months
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of good pay history his proposed RAST Sec.12.3. Bailey Exhibit S-17, p. 2 of 2. Mr. Polich’s
proposal is consistent with the treatment of sales customers who often purchase millions of dollars
of energy every year and obtain awaiver of credit after 12 months of good history. Polich, 2 Tr 307.
Also notethat RAST Sec.12.2 applying to AES credit requires two months of financial exposure as
an appropriate credit sum. All of thesefacts support the reasonableness of Mr. Polich’s$5,000/MW
credit standard.

C. Edison’ s Rebuttal Is Not Persuasive.

Edison rebuttal witness Newbold defends differential credit requirementsfor marketersand
Edison’s own customers by stating that Edison retail customers have substantia facilities in the
Edison territory and are anchored to that territory. Such customers also do not have a significant

reliance or exposure to energy market risks. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 120-21.

Mr. Newbold failsto explain why an Edison bundled sales customer purchasing millions of
dollarsof energy isallowed towaiveall credit requirementsafter 12 months of good payment history
whereas an EC marketer can never obtain awaiver of credit requirements no matter how good its
payment history. Current economic conditions make the future financial health of an Edison retail
customer no more certain than the health of any other business entity. Edison also failsto explain
that imposition of large credit requirements on AES entities createsasignificant cost or disincentive

to do business in competition with Edison.

Note that Edison rejects Staff’s proposal to impose these strict credit requirements on
Edison’s own affiliates. Currently, those affiliates use parent Edison’s own credit to avoid the
burdens of Edison’s credit requirements. Edison’s unfair application of credit requirements
conveniently resultsin asignificant burden for its competitors and little or no additional burden for

its own affiliate.
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Issue #7: Elimination of Telemetry for Customers Less Than
1000 kW Demand: RAST Sec. 2.9.1

A. The Problem.

In hisdiscussion of issuesdelaying enrollment on the Edison system, Mr. Schlansker stated
that the most significant field related area of delay for demand metered customer isthe installation
of the phone line required by Detroit Edison and connection of the phone line to the meter. RAST
Sec. 2.9.1. Theseinstallation problems extend to use of cell phones as well as land line phones.
The scarcity of qualified contractors has been a significant delaying factor in the installation of
phones. Noteinthe caseof Nordic, it'sown contractor sometimeswill install aphonein afew days
or it may take over amonth. Local phone companies also claim that a shortage of installers delays
phone installations. Underground trenching is often required to bring a phone line to a meter and
isaparticular problemfor small school systemsin secondary servicelocations. Also, Detroit Edison
has changed requirements regarding phone installation which has caused confusion and delay.

Schlansker, 2 Tr 243-44.

B. The Solution.

Energy Michigan witness Polich has stated that all internal demand meters do not need to
have remote read capability. Edison’sproposal to retain RAST customerson the samebilling cycle
as they would be under bundled tariffs would allow Edison to continue use of conventional meter
reading systems. In redlity, Edison only needs meter data monthly for bill preparation and
establishing energy imbalances. Thiswould allow for single month end meter reading by Edison’s
meter readers in their standard routes. The only past justification Edison has had for requiring
remote meter reading wasto ensurethe alternate supplier wasin balance during critical periods. The
theory wasthat Edison could assessthe supplier’ sload, compareit to supply and request an increase

insupply. If asupplier does not comply, Edison would isolate the supplier loads. That theory does

not work unless a customer has a5 or 10 MW load because isolation devices are not applied at
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smaller loads. Edison’ stheory certainly does not work if the supplier loads are less than 1000 kW.
By the time Edison obtains datafor thousands of secondary loads at 25 kW for example through its
existing MV 90 capability, the data is likely hours old and of no use. If the supplier is unable to

increase load, Edison cannot isolate these small loads. Polich, 2 Tr 288-89.

Mr. Polich concluded that experience with other states and Consumers Energy has shown

that meter reads are only necessary once a month and can be done manually. 1d. The AESwould

still be held responsible for maintai ning abal ance between deliveries and |oad but would be allowed
the choice of whether to instal data links to get real time data. For these reasons, Edison’s
requirementsin RAST Sec. 2.9.1. for mandatory telemetry should be deleted except for loads of
1000 kW or larger.

C. The Edison Rebuttal is Not Persuasive.

Edison witness Newbold claims that Energy Michigan has presented no proof that the cost
of manual retrieval of datais cheaper than phone links, that Edison is resolving its phone problems
and that technology such as cell phones can help resolve these problems. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr
129.

Mr. Schlansker has presented testimony stating that currently Detroit Edisonisnot resolving
its telephone problems and that these problems do exist as to cell phone technology as well.
Schlansker, 2 Tr 243-45. Manual retrieval costsarealready included in the Edison rate structureand

Edison has presented no proof that maintaining their manual reads would impose unreasonable
additional costs.

Also note that Edison’ s own rebuttal witness Newbold has stated that “a continuing source
of [EC enrollment] delay is associated with the time needed to install telephone lines.” Newbold
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 124, emphasis supplied.
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Edison’s own testimony confirms the need to eliminate mandatory telemetry for meters
below 1000 kW.

Issue #8: Insufficient Supply and Curtailment: RAST Sec. 10.1.

A. The Problem.

Edison’s proposalsto curtail EC loads for insufficient power supply are discriminatory and

unnecessary.

The RAST at Sec.10.1 allows Detroit Edison to curtail EC customers where their power
supply is insufficient or cannot be delivered. Presumably, Detroit Edison would first request
curtailment and then if curtailment was not performed would be allowed to permit installation of

equipment necessary to permit automatic interruption of such a customer. RAST, Sec. 10.1.

Edison aready has the right to impose imbal ance penalties under the OATT. Polich, 2 Tr
297. Given an available and reasonabl e economic penalty measure, imposition of curtailment isnot
consistent with the FERC OATT or current Edison emergency procedures and istherefore punitive
asregards Electric Choice customers. 1d. Moreover, RAST 10.1 gives Edison complete discretion

on when and how a customer could be curtailed due to insufficient supply of power.

Withtheability to discriminateagainst EC customersgranted by RAST 10.1, Detroit Edison
has a latitude to curtail not granted in any other states with Customer Choice programs. Abuse of
this power will scare customers away from Electric Choiceif curtailment policy is perceived to be

arbitrary. Id.

B. Proposed Solution.

Energy Michigan witness Polich proposed a series of tariff provisions which, if adopted,
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produce anon-discriminatory and predictable framework which is consistent with Detroit Edison’s
OATT for dealing with insufficient supply issues. Thereferenced measuresare set forthin Sections
10.1 and 31 and 32 of Attachment 1, (Case Exhibit I-6). Mr. Polich’sproposalslink implementation
of curtailment to timeswhen Edison invokesits emergency electrical procedures so that application
of curtailment applies to retail and EC customers and therefore does not become discriminatory.
Polich, 2 Tr 297-98.

Also, Mr. Polich’s insufficient supply provisions give AES suppliers adequate time to
correct the problem or verify that an insufficient supply problem actually exists before loads can be
curtailed. AESswhichfail to provide sufficient power during asystem emergency should be at risk
of losing their license. The curtailment provisions contained in Detroit Edison’s proposed RAST
do not address any of theseissues. 1d. Moreover, Edison in practical terms has little or no ability
to curtail customers below 3000 kW. Thus Edison’s proposed curtailment option is athreat rather
than aredlity. 1d.

Inessence, Mr. Polich proposesto treat insufficient supply asan economicissueunlessthere
is a declared system emergency. Unless a system emergency exists, energy imbalances are not
critical and should be addressed with the economic penalties already provided in the Edison OATT
Schedule 4. Only when power supplies are constrained should Edison become concerned about
actual hourly deliveries of power to serve RAST customer loads assigned to an AES. Mr. Polich’s
proposal gives Edison appropriate toolsto deal with insufficient supplies when an emergency does

not exist and when an emergency does exist.

Under emergency situations, utilities notify each other of problems and try to work out
methods of resolving the problem. Also, a certain amount of timeis alotted for utilities to come
back into balance. Mr. Polich’sproposal providessimilar optionsto an AES. Id. Under the Polich
proposal, a system emergency situation Detroit Edison would first have to determine that the AES
power supplies are out of balance with their total load by more than the OATT deviation band.
When this has been determined, Edison can request the AES to correct the problem. Oncethe AES
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has been notified of the problem, it would be given two hours to correct the situation. If the AES
failsto correct the situation, Edison caninvoke economic penaltiesunder the OATT and petition the
MPSC to revoke the AES's license. Note that two hours are necessary to correct the situation
because many transmission systems require 45 minutes ro accomplish a change in power flows and

additional time for reservations and tags, etc. Polich, 2 Tr 300.

C. The Edison Rebuttal of Mr. Polich’s Curtailment Proposal Is Not Persuasive but Offers a
Potential Opportunity for Resolution.

Edison rebuttal witness Newbold opposes Mr. Polich’s proposals on the grounds that they
shift liability from the AESto autility. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 145. Mr. Newbold'scritiquefails
to take into account the fact that Mr. Polich has merely recommended applying to an AES the same
provisions utilized by utilitiesin their relationships with each other. These proposed measures are

backed up by the ability to levy economic penalties and recommend license termination.

Much more promising is the response of Edison rebuttal witness Benskey who suggests
correctly, that a plan is necessary to ensure reliable power supplies and deal with potential
interruptions. Benskey Rebuttal, 2 Tr 174-77. It may be that this complex subject is best resolved

through further negotiation. One thing is certain, the Edison curtailment proposal contained in

Sec.10.1 of the RAST is unacceptable, discriminatory and punitive.

Issue #9: Imbalance Reconciliation and Pricing: RAST Section 27.2

A. The Problem.

If load profiling is used to establish demand for energy metered customers there must be a
framework to determine the difference between the amount of energy delivered and the amount
actually used. Also, there must be aframework to charge an AES supplier for under deliveries or

credit the supplier for over deliveries.
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Thenew RAST filed by Edison assumesthat | oads subject to the new load profiling program
for energy metered loads are billed on the basis of demand levels generated by Detroit Edison
sampling meterswhich are made availabl e approximately two months after actual use. Asdescribed
aboveinll, Issue#2, the Edison load profile system virtually ensures that there will be substantial
imbal ances which would subject an AESto very punitive chargesunder OATT balancing rates (the
higher of $100/Mwh during on peak and $50/Mwh off peak or 110% of incremental cost for all use
outside the deviation band). Polich, 2 Tr 272.

B. Proposed Solution
Mr. Polich has proposed that Edison convert to aload leading profile mechanism similar to

that used by Consumers Energy where the utility tellsthe AES in advance how much power should
be scheduled. Sincethe Edison RAST has no tariff mechanism to establish balancing charges with

load leading service, the Enerqgy Michigan presentation has included the terms of balancing energy
and pricing any imbalances in Sec.19 and 32 of Attachment 1, Case Exhibit [-6). Under the Polich
proposals, an AES that follows the load profiles supplied by Detroit Edison will be charged at the

end of the month for any difference between energy use predicted by the profilesand energy actually
used at aflat rate of $50/Mwh. Polich, 2 Tr 301-02. If the AES power deliveriesdo not follow the
load profile supplied by Edison, charges or credits would be according to the OATT Schedule 4
provisionswhich are substantially more punitive (the higher of $100/Mwh on peak or $50/Mwh off
peak or 110% of incremental cost). Polich, 2 Tr 272.

Mr. Polich aso recommended mechanismsto deal with situationswhen energy metered and
interval demand metered customer load is combined. Finally, Mr. Polich requires Detroit Edison
to provide actua balance calculations within 60 days. Polich, 2 Tr 302-03.

Detroit Edison hasfailed to supply any balancing and pricing reconciliation method for load
leading service. The Polich proposal isarationa and fair framework to accomplish reconciliation

of any imbalances when load leading profiles are used.
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C. The Edison Rebuttal is Not Persuasive.

Edison rebuttal witness Benskey proposesto use hourly not monthly pricing for imbalances

even if the load profiles are followed. Benskey Rebuttal, 2 Tr 174. Thisis an unfair penalty when

an AES follows the actual profiles for load supplied by Detroit Edison.

Mr. Benskey also uses his Rebuttal to defend Detroit Edison’ s attempt to require purchase
of emergency energy service. Benskey Rebuttal, 2 Tr 175. This position appears to violate the
Commission Order in U-12272 which stated that Edison could not mandate purchase of its
Emergency Energy Service. Obviously, Mr. Benskey prefersto use Emergency Energy Service as
an alternative to imbalance service to address loss of supplies. Emergency energy service is

substantially moreexpensiveand produces morerevenuesfor Detroit Edison thanimbalanceservice.

In essence, the Edison rebuttal asks the Commission to treat an Alternate Supplier entity in
a much more harsh and punitive way than Edison treats its fellow utilities in the case of supply
insufficiencies or imbalances. Where load profiles have been followed by a supplier, arelatively
low charge schedule is not only justified but should be mandated. Only where the AES has
disregarded an Edison supplied load profile isahigher OATT type penalty rate appropriate.

Issue #10: Return of Bid Deposits: No RAST Section

A. The Problem.

Substantial bid depositsfor AES service areretained by Edison even thoughthe EC service

isnot utilized.

Dueto avariety of factorswell documented by the Commission in its Report on the Status
of Electric Competition in Michigan, very few customers are taking Electric Choice service on the

Detroit Edison system at thistime. Also, Edison’ s failure to properly process EC applications and
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the resulting inability to commence service on atimely basis has prevented many customers from
commencing EC service. Polich,2 Tr 308, Schlansker, 2 Tr 246. Nonetheless, the depositsranging
from $1,000-$2,000/MW of EC capacity which have been paid by customersor AES entitiesarestill
retained by Detroit Edison even though EC service is not utilized.

B. Proposed Solution.

Since EC service was not commenced due in part to Detroit Edison’s delay of the program
or faillureto properly implement the EC program, Edison should not be allowed to retain the deposits
or use them to reduce its own stranded costs. Polich, 2 Tr 308. Staff witness Bailey has proposed
that bid deposits be returned to customers by March 31, 2002. Bailey Exhibit S18, Sec. 32.13, p.
37 of 37.

Energy Michigan witness Polich recommended that the deposits be returned upon the
effective date of the Order in this matter. 1d.

Given the significant passage of time since deposits were received (as early as September,
1999) interest should be paid to prevent a windfall to Detroit Edison.

C. The Detroit Edison Rebuttal.

Edison witness Gessner hasagreed to the Bailey proposal to return the bid depositsby March
31, 2002. Gessner Rebuttal, 2 Tr 45.

Issue #11: Inclusion of Marketer Issuesin the RAST Should Not Be Permitted

A. The Problem.

Marketer issues do not belong in the RAST.
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Energy Michigan witness Polich disagrees with inclusion of marketer roles and
responsibilitiesin the RAST because the function of marketersisstrictly asawholesale supplier of
electricity to the AES and transmission companies of Edison. Thesefunctionsarealready governed
by FERC regulations. Mr. Polich isconcerned that addressing the marketer rolein the RAST will
create conflicts between MPSC provisions and FERC provisions, duplication of state and federal
roles and additional complexity for the marketer when coupled with FERC rules and regulations.
This areais aready fully regulated and covered by FERC rules, codes of conduct, conditions of
service and licensing for power marketers. All transactions conducted by the power marketer in
Michigan on Edison’ s electric grid will be conducted at the transmission service level governed by
the FERC. The cost of transmission service will be governed by the rates in the FERC approved
OATT. The MPSC Order in Case U-11337 established the jurisdictional split between federal and

state jurisdictions at the transmission service level.

Mr. Polich goeson to emphasize the numerous placesthroughout the RAST which deal with
marketer functions and provide penalties for marketers (Sec. 11.2, 17.1, 28, 29 and 31).
Creditworthiness requirements are established in RAST Sec. 23.4. Sec. 25.6 requires amarketer to
be responsiblefor tagging requirementswhich cannot be enforced by Edison under FERC or NERC
rules. Sec. 25.12 and 25.13 which address combining RAST reservations with other tariff
reservations violates the marketer’ s option to use network service under the OATT. Polich, 2 Tr
275-76. There are other provisions too numerous to mention which define marketer activities or
responsibilities in duplication or contradiction of existing FERC requirements which clearly have

precedence. Id.

B. The Solution.

The solution isto delete references and provisionsin the RAST covering marketers.

Mr. Polich’s basic recommendation isthat all referencesto the marketer entity be removed

from the RAST except a definition of marketer. Thisrevision will avoid conflicts with the FERC

31



and ensurethat in thefutureif Edison has described marketer requirementsor activitiesintermsthat
conform with FERC, if FERC changes its requirements the RAST then will not also have to be
changed. Palich, 2 Tr 278.

For all of thesereasons, referenceto and provisions governing marketers should be removed
from the RAST. See Attachment 1, (Case Exhibit I-6) for necessary revisions.

C. Edison’ s Rebuttal is Not Persuasive.

Edisonwitness Gessner claimsthat Edison needsonedocument whichwill describeitswhole
program including marketer functions. Gessner Rebuttal, 2 Tr 40. Rebuttal witness Newbold
guestionsMr. Polich’ sreasoning and statesthat aretailer isrequired to sell power, not just schedule
power. Healso claimsthat marketerscannot sell directly to customers. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 134-
35.

In the face of Mr. Polich’s compelling arguments that inclusion of marketersin the RAST
conflicts with FERC requirements or would cause future conflicts, the need for one document to
describe al functionsisavery inadequate justification for inclusion of the marketer role. The best
course of action would be for Detroit Edison to rewrite their RAST to remove references to
marketers but provide another document which clearly explains the entire EC program in aformat

which is advisory and does not carry the force of atariff.

Issue #12: The New Edison Proposal to Defer RAST Implementation
to 120 Days After Approval Should Be Rejected

A. The Problem.

Edison has introduced a new proposal to make RAST changes effective 120 days after a

Commission Order.
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Edison witness Gessner made a new proposal in his rebuttal to defer implementation of
changes to the RAST to a date at least 120 days after the date of any MPSC Order. Gessner
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 39.

Mr. Gessner’s proposal includes no details supporting a virtually untenable premise: all
changes to the RAST would take 120 days to implement. Mr. Gessner groups complex new
proposals including implementation of different load profiling mechanisms with significant but
vastly less complex proposals such asrejecting new Edison rate increases or new meter charges. A
regjection of new Edison proposals can be accomplished instantly since rejection merely means that

existing RAST systems, rates and concepts continue to be applied.

Equally troubling is the time delay that would be forced by adoption of Mr. Gessner’s
proposal. Assuming fairly expeditious processing of this case, a Proposal for Decision is expected
late June 2001 with Exceptions and Replies by late July. If the Commission moves swiftly, afinal
Decision might be expected mid to late September, 2001. If Mr. Gessner’s proposed 120 day delay

isadopted, new tariff provisionsfor open accesswould not beimplemented until very latein January

2002. Partieswho hoped to commence power deliveriesin the fall of 2001 or January 2002 would

not be allowed to take advantage of new RAST provisionsuntil February of 2002. Adoption of Mr.

Gessner’s proposal would be another significant EC program delay in along series of delays.

B. Proposed Solution.
The Commission should Order immediate adoption of any new tariff measures with the

possible exception of those measures requiring installation of new equipment (e.g. load leading

profiling). For these complicated new programs, a delay of 30 to 60 days may be warranted.
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IV. DETAILED DISCUSSION OF OTHER INDIVIDUAL RAST ISSUES

This section of the Energy Michigan Brief will proceed through Exhibit 1-6 (Attachment 2)
Mr. Polich’ sredlined version of Detroit Edison’ sproposed RAST. Attachment 1 (Case Exhibit 1-6)
hasbeen modified toincorporate Energy Michigan testimony offered by witnessesV ail, Schlansker
and Polich. Each section discussed will cover alternative positions presented by Edison and MPSC
Staff.

A. RAST Subsection 1.0: Introduction.

Mr. Polich, revised this section to delete the final paragraph which is unnecessary and
inaccurate in certain cases. Many of the AES's currently serving retail 1oads on the Edison system

are acting as their own marketer. Polich, 2 Tr 285.
Edison agreed with Mr. Polich’s changes. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 133.
B. RAST Subsection 1.1: The Customer Role.
1 Energy Michigan Position.
Mr. Polich proposed to simplify discussion of the role of a customer with new
language and del ete customer requirements addressed el sewhere in the tariff. Polich, 2 Tr
285. The Edison description duplicates material found elsewhere in the revised RAST.
2. Reply to Edison.
Edison disagrees with Mr. Polich’s position. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 134. Mr.

Newbold’ s assertion that these requirements do in fact appear elsewhere in the tariff is not

supported by any citation and therefore should be rejected.
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RAST Subsection 1.2: The Alternative Supplier Role.
1 Energy Michigan position:
Mr. Polich revised thissection to eliminatethe Edison requirement that the AEStake

titleto power. Thereisno legal requirement in PA 141 that an AES taketitle to the power.

Subsection 1.2 aswritten by Edison would prevent acustomer from contracting directly with

an electric supplier and requesting the AES to perform scheduling functions. Mr. Polich’'s

revisionswould return thisoption to the customer whichistaken away by Edison’ sproposal.
Polich, 2 Tr 285-86.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison opposes Mr. Polich’s suggestion and states that it believes the intent of PA
141 wasto make the AES the only entity who may make aretail saleto an end use customer.
Edison also statesits view that the marketer should be responsible for scheduling. Newbold
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 134. Mr. Newbold's arguments are not persuasive because he includes no
citationsto show that PA 141 requirestheretailer to be the only entity selling power to retall
customers. In fact, the AES is one entity that may make the sale but PA 141 has no
prohibitionsagainst other entities performing thisfunction. Thereality isthat Detroit Edison
hasno legal support for itsview of competition which would in effect prohibit an AESfrom
scheduling power and prohibit a marketer from contracting directly with a customer and
requesting the AES to perform the scheduling function. Edison should not be allowed to
construct prohibitionsagainst lawful commercial activity merely onthebasisof itsviewpoint

of the world.

RAST Subsection 1.3: The Marketer Role
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Energy Michigan Position:

Seediscussionin I, Issue #11 above.

Reply to Edison:

Seelll. Issue#11 above.

E. Subsection 1.4: Definitions

1.

Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich recommends the following changes in Edison definitions:

a “Alternate Electric Supplier”. Thislanguage was revised by Mr. Polich to
be consistent with Subsection 1.2. Edison appears to agree with this simpler
definition with the inclusion of the phase, “that an AES does not physically deliver

electricity directly to retail customersin the State.” Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 135.

It appears as if there is agreement on this issue.

b. “Customer”.

1) Mr. Polich defined “customer” as “an end user of power and retail
customer on the Detroit Edison distribution system.” Mr. Polich greatly
simplified thisdefinitionto be consistent with RAST Subsection 1.1. Polich,
2 Tr 286.

2) Reply to Edison:
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Edison disagreeswith the Energy Michigan changestatingthat it fails
to distinguish between retail access customers and bundled customers. Mr.
NewboldalsocriticizesMr. Polich’ sfaillureto addressthe point that all retail
customers are considered to be on the distribution system and hence salesare
MPSC jurisdictional. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 135. Edison’s criticisms of
Mr. Polich’sdefinition of “customer” fail to read that definition in regard to
its plain meaning. A retaill customer of Detroit Edison must in fact be
connected to the Edison distribution system. The Polich language is much

more simple and effective than the Edison definition.

“Customer Service Capacity”.

1) Mr. Polich deletesthe phrase, “ any associated transformers’ fromthe
definition of customer service capacity and includes limitations associated
with the Edison distribution systemin defining that customer service capacity
since the system could be more limiting than the meter attached to the

customer. Polich, 2 Tr 286.

2) Reply to Edison:

Edison claims their definition is accurate and is intended only to
measure load carrying capacity of the meter rather than any additional
limitationsimposed by the distribution system. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 136.
The Edison definition is much less comprehensive than the Polich definition
whichincludesmeter limitsand systemlimits. ThereforethePolich position
should be adopted.

“Demand Conversion Table”
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1) Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich explained that he modified the Edison definition of
“demand” to remove reference to measurement on an instantaneous basis
rather than the more accurate concept that all demands are metered over a
designated interval of time and should not be allowed to be measured on an
instantaneous basis. Also, Mr. Polich recommends that the demand
conversion table definition include the requirement that the table be made

part of thetariff and not changed as Detroit Edison desires. Polich, 2 Tr 286.

2) Reply to Edison:

Mr. Newbold disagreed with Mr. Polich’s changes but presented no
reasons whatsoever for rejecting those changes other than a broad statement
that Detroit Edison’ s original definitions are accurate. Newbold Rebuttal, 2
Tr 136. Inlight of Edison’ sfailureto adequately rebut Mr. Polich’sposition,
the Polich position should be adopted.

“Distribution Point of Receipt”
1) Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich removed this definition since it is the same as
“Transmission Point of Delivery” defined elsewherein the RAST. Poalich,
2 Tr 286. Mr. Polich also proposed to eliminate the terms “JOATT” and

“SINK” as being unnecessary for the purposes of the tariff. Polich, 2 Tr
286-87.
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2) Reply to Detroit Edison:

Mr. Newbold responded by simply stating that the definitions are
necessary without giving any reason. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 136. The
Polich revisions make sense and should be adopted given Edison’ sfailureto
support its own position with cogent reasons.

“Interval Demand Meters”
1) Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich proposed changing this definition to allow a customer to
install meterscapabl e of measuring demand but not reactivedemand. Polich,
2 Tr 286.

2) Reply to Edison:

Detroit Edison apparently agreed with Mr. Polich’s change with

addition of phrasing assuring that Edison can use the information to bill the

customer. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 137.

It appears that there is agreement on this issue.

“Marketer”

1) Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich restricted this definition to include entities that take title

to power and have FERC authorization to market energy services. Polich.
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2 Tr 286. This simple definition references the FERC requirements which
govern all marketersand excludes new Edison languagewhich would restrict
marketer activity in away not contemplated by the FERC. Seelll. Issue#11

above for more detailed support.

2) Reply to Edison:

Edison strongly objectsto Mr. Polich’schangesregarding therole of
themarketer. Gessner Rebuttal, 2 Tr 40-42. Edisonalso claimsthat it wants
to retain the discussion of the marketer role to provide a comprehensive
presentation of all open access issuesin one document. Newbold Rebuttal,
2 Tr 137. As described in 1. Issue #11 above, Edison’s definition of

marketer is merely an attempt to restrict the role of marketer in away that is

not mandated by PA 141. Edison’s changes also deprive the customer of

flexibility for no good reason.  See Polich, 2 Tr 286. Edison’s position
should be rejected.

RAST Subsection 2: Terms of Service

1.

Subsection 2.1: Scope of RAST

a

Energy Michigan Position

This language was changed to alow an AES to arrange power delivery as

discussed in Subsection 1.2. Also references to the marketer were deleted as

discussed in Energy Michigan Brief, 111, Issue #11 above for the same reasons.
Polich, 2 Tr 287.

b.

Reply to Edison:
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Edison disagrees with Mr. Polich’s suggestions on the same basis as its
disagreement with Mr. Polich’s concept of the marketer and AES entity. Edison
flatly states that it does not believe an AES can be a broker rather than retailer but
does not advance reasoning to support this contention. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 137.
Without supporting reasoning and because the Edison position restricts marketer and

AES business options, the Edison position should be rejected.
Subsection 2.2: Delivery of Power
1. Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polichremovesreferencesto the marketer in order to clarify that power received
by Edisonisfor delivery to the customer if it is governed by the terms of thistariff. Polich,
p. 2Tr 287.

2. Edison Position:

Edison agrees with this change and therefore it should be adopted. Newbold
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 138.

Subsection 2.3: Customer Eligibility
1 Energy Michigan Position
Mr. Polich added languagethat keeps Detroit Edison from requiring payment
of past due amounts in dispute or subject to litigation from being a requirement of

customer eligibility for ROA service. Polich, 2 Tr 287. This change is consistent
with MPSC hilling practice policy for bundled sales customers.
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2. Reply to Edison:

Edison disagrees with these changes and insists that it is necessary for the
utility to “clean up the account” to start a Customer Choice enrollment. Newbold

Rebuttal, 2 Tr 138. In effect, Detroit Edison is saying that a customer who has a

legitimate dispute regarding its bill under retail bundled service may not enroll in

open access service unless it pays the legitimately contested bill and thus gives up

what may be avalid position. This requirement should be rejected as inconsi stent

withthe MPSC billing practice rules and fundamental equity. Customers should not

be required to abandon legitimate claims merely to obtain competitive EC service.

Subsection 2.4: Specifying an AES

1. Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich changed RAST 2.4 to allow more than one wholesale supplier to serve

aRAST customer since this could be the case with very large customers. Polich, 2 Tr 287.
2. Edison Reply:
Edison responded by saying that itsrequirementsare meant to prohibit morethan one

supplier per meter but, by inference, do not prohibit more than one supplier per customer.
Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 138. If so, thisis acceptable.

Subsection 2.5(b): Change of AES.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich revised this subsection to del ete language which is addressed el sewhere
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in thetariff. Polich, 2 Tr 287.

2. Edison Reply:

Edison agreeswith Mr. Polich, in part, but insiststhat an AESisthe only party who
can contact Detroit Edison to change an AES. Edison’s concept is that customers may
change an AES by contracting with anew AESwho in turn submitsan el ectronic enrolIment
to Detroit Edison and customersare charged $5.00 for each change. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr
139. Thisis acceptable to Energy Michigan.

Subsection 2.6.2: Combination of Multiple Metered Loads.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich believes that as written this section could require multiple metersin a
strip mall or similar location to be grouped into a single account and thus recommended

deletion of the provision. Polich, 2 Tr 287.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison did not agree with Mr. Polich’s language change but did concur that the
original language of 2.6.1 wasvague and proposed alternative language stating, “ If possible,
all metered loads belonging to a single customer at alocation shall be grouped into asingle
account.” Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 140. Thisis acceptable to Energy Michigan.

Subsection 2.6.3: Costs of Rewiring to Combine Meters.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

43



Mr. Polich recommended revision of this section because, aswritten it appeared to

make customers responsible for any rewiring costs mandated by Edison. Polich, 2 Tr 287.

2. Edison Reply:

Edison agrees with this change and therefore it should be adopted. Newbold
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 140.

Subsection 2.7: Multiple Meters at Residential Locations

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich modified this subsection dealing with multiple meters at residential
locations to ensure that multiple meters at multi-family residential locations could not be
mandatorily combined into a single metered load. Mr. Polich’'s language allows each
separate customer in a resident, multi-location to maintain separate metering and avoid

unnecessary rewiring costs. Polich, 2 Tr 287.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison disagreed with Mr. Polich’s change and evidently wantsto add the ability to
assess meter charges for more than one meter at any location. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 140.
The new Edison position would also mandate separate meter charges for interruptible load
and firm load that is currently served on the Edison system with interruptible air

conditioning.

Two meter charges per residence can makeload management programs economically

unattractiveif applied to Edison competitorswhere Edison hasrequested anew R-14 service

for bundled sales customer interruption that does not require a second meter. Under these
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circumstances, Edison would have acompetitive advantageif it caninterrupt residential |oad
without a meter but competitors must pay for a second meter to track interrupted load. See
filed Tariff R-14. Edison’s proposed additional meter charges for monitoring interruptible
load should be regjected as an attempt to disadvantage competitors and discourage avaluable
form of load management. See Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 140-41. Asan aternative, Edison
should allow AES entities to use the R-14 interruption system or require Edison to verify
AES interruption with sampling, etc. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 141.

Subsections 2.8.2 through 2.10: Metering.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich’'s recommendationsin Sec. |11, Issue #4 contain a series of revisions to

Detroit Edison’s new metering language in the RAST.

2. Reply to Edison:

As described in 11, Issue #4, Detroit Edison has proposed new charges for meters

which are currently provided at no charge. Thisisaviolation of PA 141. The proposed

revisionsinthe Edison RAST arethereforeinappropriate asisthe Staff mark upif it in effect

agrees with these rate charges and changes.

Energy Michigan does agree to the Staff’s proposed amendments to Sec. 2.9.4

penalizing Edison for failureto read meters and 2.9.2 absol ving the customer of any penalty

for non-performance of atelecommunication service provider.

Subsection 2.10.4: Liability for Meter Errors.

1 Energy Michigan Position:
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Mr. Polich objected to language which would absolve Edison of liability for any
imbalance penalties or extra power supply coststo the customer in the event of meter errors

caused by Edison. Edison should be required to live by the same imbalance provisions

contained inthe OATT. Thus, if the customer purchases too much power due to an Edison

meter error, Edison should reimburse the customer at 110% of the customer’s cost. If the
customer isconsuming Edison supplied power, Edison should be reimbursed at 90% of their

incremental costs. Polich, 2 Tr 288.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison witness Newbold stated that Mr. Polich’s proposal places an unreasonable
burden on the meter provider (Detroit Edison). Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 144.

Mr. Polich’spoint isthat if an Edison owned meter isinaccurate and the inaccurate
data causes a customer to incur Edison imbalance penalties, Edison ought to offset or waive
the penalties. This reasonable burden should be accepted by Edison.

Subsection 2.8.1: Meter Costs
1. Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich recommends that RAST language be clarified to ensure that meter
changes or meter installations required by Edison are at Edison’s cost, not the customer’s.
Polich, 2 Tr 288.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison opposes this change and also Mr. Polich’s deletion of additional meter

chargesif the customer chooses not to rewire meters. Edison claimsthat clarification of its
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responsibility to pay for metersis not required and that it has given customers a choice of
rewiring or paying for additional metersif customers don’t rewire. Newbold Rebuttal,2 Tr
140-41. The RAST should clearly express the responsibility of Detroit Edison to pay for
metering installationswhichit requires. Clear languagewill prevent futurechargesfor items

that should be the responsibility of Detroit Edison.

Subsection 2.9.1: Mandatory Data Links to Meters and Access to Customer Data.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich advocated an extensive rewrite of Section 2.9 to 1) make electronic

telecommunication links or other data methods a customer option for loads less than 1000

kW rather than mandatory (see 1, Issue #7 above) and 2) to allow the AES to have direct

access to meter data through the same means as Detroit Edison without further

documentation or permission from the customer.

Telemetry

Mr. Polich’sjustificationfor deletion of thetelemetry requirement for loadslessthan
1000 kW isdiscussed in I1.G. and 11, Issue #7 above.

Mr. Polich aso proposes to revise Section 2.9 to allow a broader choice of
technology through use of the phrase “analog remote telecommunication links’ instead of
“anal og telephone service”. Edisonwould also berequired to read the meter on the effective
date of the customer switch (2.9.4) as is done when bundled service customers switch
service. Inthe alternative, 2.9.4 should be deleted because RAST Section 2.5 governs the
date of switch. Edison doesn't need thefive extradaysfor an EC meter read granted by Sec.

2.9.4 because these five extradays are not necessary for bundled sales customer switches.

For al customers, afinal read is accomplished on the date of account switch in any event.
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Thus, accurate meter data is available from the actual meter readings on the last date of
service. Polich, 2 Tr 289-90.

Access to Customer Data

Mr. Polich’s revisions in 2.9.1 allow an AES to use Edison’s data regarding
customer demand. This customer data should be assembled and put in a usable format as
part of the cost of Electric Choice service. By alowing the AES to access this data, an
additional cost to the customer or the AES is avoided at no additional charge to Edison.
Polich, 2 Tr 288.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison objects to these recommendations citing vague security concerns which are
not detailed. Edison’s position requires the AES to poll meters and compile data, thus
duplicating the expenseincurred by Edison and paid by the customer thefirst time. Newbold
Rebuttal, 2 Tr 142. However, adoption of Mr. Polich’slanguage would allow the AES to
use data already compiled by Edison with the permission of the customer. 1d. Mr. Polich’s

suggestions eliminate duplication of cost and waste of time which otherwise will be a

competitive barrier if duplicated by the customer or its provider.

Subsection 2.9.4: Date of AES Switch.

1. Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich’s suggests deleting reference to the Detroit Edison website as the source
of information regarding date of meter read to use for switching from one AES to another
AES. Thischangewill require Edison to read the customer meter on the effective date of the
customer switch. Polich, 2 Tr 290.
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2. Edison Reply:

This proposal was agreed to by Detroit Edison. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 143.

Subsection 2.10.4: Availability of Service.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich recommended deleting Edison’ s proposed language which describesthe
bidding process prior to January 1, 2002 and states that after January 1, 2002 transition
chargesof 1.25 ¢ /kWh are applicable unless adjusted. Also, languagein RAST 4.2 stating
that transition charges would be payable by retailers is inaccurate in light of the
Commission’ sdecisionin Case U-12478. The only provisions needed in these sections are
to confirm how customers gain eligibility prior to December 31, 2001 and after that date.
Polich 2 Tr 290.

The MPSC Staff aso proposed arevision to 4.2 which would substitute use of an
assumed .5 ¢ / kWh transition charge unless a decision has been made by the Commission
prior to January 1, 2002. Bailey, Exhibit S14. Since the Commission will determine
transition chargesfor 2002 in Case U-12639, no assumed level of transition charge (Staff or
Edison ) should be authorized.

Use of either the Edison language or the Staff lanquage in 2.10.4 assumes that some

transition charge (.5 ¢ or 1.25 ¢) will take effect which has never been reviewed or approved

by the Commission on afinal basis. The assumed transition chargesof 1.25 ¢ for Edison or

.5 ¢ for Staff could be extremely inaccurate and damaging depending on market economics
in early 2002. Even .5 ¢ could be an overcharge given the fact that customerswill also be
paying a mandatory .5 ¢ securitization charge which should be offset for open access

customers (asit isfor retail customers). The Staff and Edison position should be rejected.
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If these “assumed” transition charges are not rejected, potential EC customers may
be told by Edison that a.5 ¢ or 1.25 ¢ transition charges will take effect January 1, 2002.

2. Edison Reply:

Edison has agreed with Mr. Polich that the word ‘retailer” in section 4.2 should be
“customer” which eliminatesretailer liability for bid monies. Edisonrejected Mr. Polich’s
other changes. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 143. Mr. Newbold gives no reason to reject Mr.
Polich’s proposal.

Subsection 5: Return to Service.
1 Energy Michigan Position:

This position is discussed in 111, Issue #5 above.
2. Reply to Edison and Staff:

See 11, Issue #5 in the Energy Michigan Brief above regarding Return to Service.
The MPSC Staff (Exhibit S-14) has proposed clarifying language for 5.1 that contributions
in aid of construction for distribution facilities will be per tariff, and for 5.2 and 5.1.3 that

minimum chargeswill be adjusted on acalendar year basisto reflect actual demands (id) and

5.3 to eiminate reference to unnecessary compliance language. These changes are

acceptable to Energy Michigan.

Subsection 5.2: Initiation of Retail Access Service.

1. Energy Michigan Position:
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Energy Michigan witness Vail proposed that Sec. 5.2 berevised to provide that EC

service could beinitiated or contracted by means other than writing. Vail, 2 Tr 256.

2. Edison Reply:

Witness Newbold agreed to this position. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 132. Therefore
Mr. Vail's proposal should be adopted.

Section 6:  Billing and Payment.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Energy MichiganwitnessRichard Polich recommended striking most of thelanguage
in Section 6.1 which describes Detroit Edison’ s complete” billing option whereby Edison
would directly bill and collect AES charges as well as Edison charges. Mr. Polich stated
that the “ complete billing” option isacompetitive service which may be offered in the open
market but as such, should not be described in an officia tariff. By including Edison’s
completebilling optionin thetariff the Commissionisproviding Edison acompetitive edge.

Thisisdiscriminatory. Polich, 2 Tr 291.
Subsection 6.2 and 6.5: Disconnection and Payment of Amounts Due Prior to Enrollment
1 Energy Michigan Position:

In accordance with the previous discussion regarding Section 2.3 above (eligibility
for EC service), Mr. Polich provides language in Sections 6.2 and 6.5 to ensure that

customers in arrears will not be charged late payments (Sec. 6.2) or be subject to

disconnection (6.5) if arrearagesaremattersindispute. Thesechangesensurethat customers

cannot be charged interest or disconnected when they have alegitimate dispute regarding an
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amount owing. Polich, 2 Tr 291.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison clamsthat Mr. Polich’s recommendations are not necessary since Section
10.6 incorporates Detroit Edison’s rules and regulations into the RAST by reference.
Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 144. However, note that Section 2.3 of the RAST makes Electric
Choice applicantsineligible for serviceif they have an amount owing to Edison even if that
amount isin dispute. Edison hasnot backed off its position on that issue. Newbold Rebulttal,
2 Tr 138. Energy Michigan believesthat thismatter needsto beclarified or it will be subject

to the same misinterpretation contained in RAST Section 2.3.

New Subsection 6.3: Payment of Customer Bills by AES.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich and Mr. Vail sponsored this section to assure that customers maintain
the right to have their Edison bill sent to athird party. This provision currently existsin
Edison’sfull servicetariff. Polich, 2 Tr 291, Vail, 2 Tr 256-57.

2. Edison Position:

Mr. Newbold claims that this revision is not needed since this option is available
now. However, Mr. Newbold voiced several concernsor clarificationsregarding aproposal
to makethisarrangement explicit. Healso insisted that the AES cannot be aDetroit Edison
billing agent but rather the AES must be the customer’ s billing agent. Newbold Rebuittal, 2
Tr 121-22. Giventheconcern of Edison regarding thismatter and their apparent willingness
to make arrangements so that AES entities will be able to act as a customer’ s agent to pay

bills, it is desirable to clarify this matter to the satisfaction of al parties. Mr. Polich’'s
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proposed language in 6.3 appears to be consistent with Detroit Edison’ s stated desirethat it
not appoint the AES as its own agent but allow the AES to be a customer’ s agent.

Subsection 7.2: Distribution Contract Capacity

1. Energy Michigan Position:

Witness Polich proposed that Section 7.2 be amended to providethat should Edison’s
distribution system be unable to supply sufficient power to meet the customer’ s maximum
demand, then the distribution capacity will be set at the maximum amount Edison can
deliver. Thiscould happen at |ocationswhere customershave dedicated substations. Polich,
2Tr 292.

Subsection 8: Rates and Charges

1. Subsection 8.2.2: Calculating Maximum Demand.

a Energy Michigan Position.

Witness Polich proposed revising Section 8.2.2 to include a method of
calculating maximum demand for energy meters so the existing system use charge
whichisexpressed in dollars per kW can be properly applied. Also, Section 8.4 was
amended to reference the impact of MPSC Order U-12478 on transition charges.
Polich, 2 Tr 292, see discussion above regarding system use chargein l11, Issue #4

B. Without this provision, there is no tariff provision describing how to apply the

existing type of system use charge ($/kW) for small customers without demand

meters.

2. Subsection 8.7: Staff Proposal to Change System Use Charge from 3.01¢ to 2.88¢
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Seediscussionin lll, Issue #4 B. above.

Testimony by Staff witness Bailey, 2 Tr 411-412, supports a revision of
Edison’ s System Use Chargewhich eliminatesweather adjustmentsand thusreduces
the Detroit Edison from 3.01 ¢ to 2.88 ¢ /kWh. Energy Michigan opposes this

proposal for the same reasons that it opposes the Detroit Edison attempt to change

low voltage charges from a per kW demand charge to an energy charge: it will

substantially raise rates for many small customers, probably in violation of PA 141.

As pointed out by Energy Michiganinll, Issue#4 B. above, use of Edison’s
3.01 ¢ energy chargefor low voltage customerswill raiseratesfor all customerswith

aload factor greater than 15.6%. The Staff proposal raises rates for all customers

with aload factor greater than 16.3%. Thus, the high load factor customerswho are

most likely to switch to EC service will be discouraged by the Staff’ s 2.88 ¢ system

use charge from taking EC service.

Customers above 20 kW are currently entitled to demand metering at no
charge and should be allowed to continue to pay the current system use charge rates
at $3.42 /kW. Customers below 20 kW can obtain proxy kW readings from use of
load leading profiles as supported by MPSC Staff and Energy Michigan. With this
estimated demand data,_use of the existing $3.42 /kW demand charge will maintain

current_economics for all EC customers and avoid rate increases. The Staff’'s

proposed 2.88 ¢ /kWh system use charge should be rejected and the Commission
should maintain the existing $3.42 /kW charge as recommended by Energy
Michigan.

Subsection 8.8: Power Factor



AA.

BB.

Seediscussionin I, Issue #4, C. above.

Subsection 9: Liability and Exclusions

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Proposed RAST Sections 9.1 and 9.3 appear to exclude Edison’s liability for
consequential damages and limit total liability to the amount of Edison billings during the
month the claim arose. Mr. Polich explained that this provision would in effect appear to
exclude Edison liability for imbalance penalties caused by Edison’s faulty meters or

administrative practicesand also seemsto excludeliability of the sort envisioned by PA 141,

Sec. 10c(1)(c) which would make a customer or marketer whole for harm caused by an

electric utility.

Current Edison rules for sales customers allow up to three years for adjustments for
meter errors. See Rules B-4, and 11. At aminimum, the Edison liability to EC customers
should be the same asto sales customers. Mr. Polich recommended striking the referenced
liability sections. Palich, 2 Tr 293.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison’s reaction to Mr. Polich’s proposal is to merely complain that it is an
unreasonabl e burden to place on ametering/meter reading provider. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr
147-48. Thisisnot asufficient reason to reject Mr. Polich’s proposal which merely makes
Edison liable for the imbalances or penalties it would charge and which were caused by its

own metering devices.

Subsection 10.1: Insufficient Supply.
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CC.

See 11, Issue #8 above.

Subsection 11.2: AES Failure to Pay Edison.

1 Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich explained that Edison’s RAST Sec.11.4 Termination of Retail Access
Service merely provides that termination of service can beinitiated by an AES customer or
Edison. Mr. Polich proposes additional, more specific standards, such as those contained
in Edison’s Tariff B2.5(5)(a) should be utilized which mandates use of first class mail for

notices and a notice of at least 10 days prior to the discontinuance. Polich, 2 Tr 294.

Mr. Polich also recommended deletion of references to marketers from this section
since the section deals with the default of an AES not amarketer. Polich, 2 Tr 293.

2. Reply to Edison

a Edison did not rebut the Polich proposal for more specific standardsregarding

termination.

b. Edison disagreeswith Mr. Polich’ sdeletion of referencesto marketersinthis
section. Edison evidently wishes to retain the right to terminate service to an EC
customer for failures of its AES or marketer to cure problems. Newbold Rebuttal,

2 Tr 146. In other words, Edison is attempting to deprive the EC customer of any

opportunity for AES service even though the customer may have no control over the

AES or itsmarketer supplier. Thisisatotally unreasonable and unjustified proposal

which attempts to impose legal liability or punishment on a party which has no
control over the actions of the party violating duty to pay amountsto Detroit Edison.
RAST Sec. 11.2 should be rejected or modified as recommended by Mr. Polich to
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DD.

EE.

at least exclude actions by the marketer asajustification for terminating AES service

to a customer.

Section 13: Electronic Data Interchange

1. Energy Michigan Position:

Witnesses Polich and Vail recommended that Section 13 berevisedto allow an AES
to conduct al businesswith customerson an el ectronic basisincluding notices, contractsand
credit checksif approved by the customer. Polich, 2 Tr 294, Vail 2 Tr 256.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison claims to agree with the intent of Messrs. Polich and Vail but not their
wording. Edison claimsto beworking toward standardization of electronic transactions but
opposes use of the EDI acronym on the grounds that it implies that traditional EDI using
VAN’sisthe standard. Edison claims that thisimplication could close the door on newer,

more cost effective means of electronic interchange. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 147.

If Edison agrees with the intent of Energy Michigan on this issue, it should be
Orderedto clarify that referencesto el ectronic transactions using EDI are generic and should
not be interpreted to prevent new methodologies.

Subsection 14: Conditions Precedent to Customer Enrollment.

1. Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polichtestified that Edison has attempted to use this section to prevent an AES

from initiating enrollment until certain steps are accomplished. In the past this has lead to
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FF.

significant delays in moving through Edison’ s administrative process. Polich, 2 Tr 294.

2. Edison Position:

Edison agreesthat since AESs no longer have credit requirements, Section 14.2 can

be deleted because it relates to mandating AES credit as a precondition to enrollment.
Newbold, 2 Tr 148. Edison defends Section 14.4 and 14.5 mandating executing an electric

supplier notice and mandating that the AES execute acontract with aqualified marketer. 1d.
Mr. Newbold' sjustification for these requirementsisthat without them, Edison has no way

of knowing if the AES is authorized to use customer capacity rights.

Mr. Newbold ignores the fact that an AES enrollment form contains most of the
required information and was submitted to Edison by the AES when it attempted to enroll
customersin thefirst place. Sec. 14 should be deleted.

Subsection 15: Conditions Precedent.

1. Energy Michigan Position:

Mr. Polich recommendsdeletion of Edison’ srequirement that all customer metering
equipment be in place and functioning properly and that local laws, among other things, be
complied with prior to initiating service. Polich,2 Tr 295. As Mr. Polich has explained
above in the mandatory processing deadlines, Il1, Issue #3, Edison should be required to
serve customers after a certain number of days regardless of the status of meters. Note that
eliminating the telemetry requirement for installation below 1000 kW will go along way
toward achievingthisgoal. See Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 124. Also, thelocal |aw requirement

is clearly areferenceto franchises which Detroit Edison is not empowered to enforce. That

isthejob of thelocal government. Edison’slanguage should be deleted.  Section 15.3, as

drafted, merely allows Edison to act as a policemen to enforce local franchising regulations
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GG.

HH.

to the disadvantage of competitors.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison opposesMr. Polich’srevisionsto both 15.2 and 15.3 based upon thefact that
most meter delaysarerelated to phonelineinstallations. Also, Edison claimsthat reference
to local laws is ssimply to ensure that the AES is operating within the bounds of law.
Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 148-49.

Mr. Newbold failsto address the fact that Edison has no business acting as alocal
policeman in lieu of the efforts of local governments. As noted above, the Polich proposal
regarding elimination of telemetry for smaller customers will in fact resolve the telephone
line problem noted by Mr. Newbold in his own rebuttal and could facilitate meter
installation. Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 124.

Subsection 16: Complete Billing.
See comments on RAST Sec. 6 above.
Subsection 17 and 31: Dispute Resolution.
1 Energy Michigan Position:

Section 17 and 31 allow Edison to utilize arbitration after an attempt to resolve
disputes with an AES or a marketer. Energy Michigan favors the Consumers Energy
proposal which allows up to 60 days for the Company and the AES or the marketers to

resolve disputes then takes the matter to the Commission. See Consumers proposed ROA

Tariff Section F11. In the aternative, AESs or marketers may initiate complaints at the
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MPSC. These mechanisms provide for amore rapid and economic resolution of issuesthan
utilization of the Arbitration Association. Polich, 2 Tr 295.

2. Reply to Edison:

Edison defends arbitration but does so on the basis that parties must first attempt to
use the Public Service Commission athough such use would be restricted by Section 17.6.
to forma complaints, and excludes informal resolution that often takes place and limits
MPSC role to those matters within the exclusive jurisdiction of the agency. See Rule 17.6
as proposed by Edison, Newbold Rebuttal, 2 Tr 149. In effect, Edison allows the
Commission to have amuch restricted role compared with that used by Consumers Energy.
The Consumersframework isless cumbersomeand expensivethan Edison’ s proposal which

drastically limits the ability of the MPSC to resolve these matters.
1. Section 19: Real Power Losses.

Seediscussioninlll Issue#4 D above. Notethat in Mr. Polich’srevised Section 31 and 32,
responsibility for power losses and reciprocity can be assigned to the AES since the marketer role
has been deleted from the Energy Michigan draft RAST.

JJ. Miscellaneous Issues Regarding Staff Position.

1 Energy Michigan supports Staff’s proposed Section 23.3 and 25.8 provisions that

eliminate the requirement to purchase emergency energy service.

2. Energy Michigan supports Staff credit issues regarding Section 23 in |I.F.
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V. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Energy Michigan respectfully requests that the Commission:

1 Reject the Edison proposed RAST: It isdrafted so that isimpossibleto tell new matter from
existing matter. It would be very dangerous to adopt the entire tariff and exclude only

specific items which are discussed; and

2. Reject the Staff revised RAST because it has the same defective format as Edison’ s draft.
Staff has many good changes but their S-18 tariff isbased on theinitial Edison submission
which doesn’'t separate new from old items. Individual Staff recommendations listed in
Exhibit S-17 and S-19 should be ruled upon; and

3. Adopt Attachment 1, the Energy Michigan redlined RAST (Case Exhibit 1-6) which clearly
sets forth changes from the Edison RAST. Case Exhibit I-5 is the clean version; or

4, Adopt the major 12 issues set forth by Energy Michigan on a detailed basis and the
remaining RAST Issues proposed by Energy Michigan on a page by page basis.

Respectfully submitted,

VARNUM, RIDDERING, SCHMIDT & HOWLETTLLP
Attorneys for Energy Michigan

May 4, 2001 By: é\)/(«. ﬂ, W

Efc J. Schneidewind (P20037)
The Victor Center, Suite 810
201 N. Washington Square
Lansing, Michigan 48933
(517) 482-6237
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ATTACHMENT 1

ENERGY MICHIGAN INITIAL BRIEF U-12489



The Detroit Edison Company Proposed Tariff Sheet EC2

RETAIL ACCESS SERVICE TARIFF
1. Introduction EM- (RAP-2)

This tariff is designed to express the terms and conditions associated with Retail Access
Service in the Detroit Edison Electric Choice Program, as well as provide information
regarding the roles of the various market participants. This tariff includes the following
sections:

Introduction and Definitions Sec. 1

Customers Sec.2 -10
Alternative Electric Suppliers Sec.11-19
Marketers Sec. 20 - 31
Bidding Sec. 32 - 33

In the Detroit Edison Electric Choice Program, Detroit Edison will maintain a relationship
and interact with at least three separate participants. The Customer, the Alternative Electric
Supplier and the Marketer, although one entity may be responsible for both the AES and
Marketer roles. Detroit Edison has separately defined the retail and wholesale functions
behind electric supply in a competitive environment. Fhis-decisionis-designed-toreflect

11 The Customer Role

The Customer is an end user of power on the Detroit Edison distribution system.
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The Detroit Edison Company Proposed Tariff Sheet EC2

1.2 The Alternative Electric Supplier Role

An Alternative Electric Supplier is an entity that has obtained all the necessary legal
approvals to sell retail electricity in Michigan, and is licensed by the Michigan Public

Servrce Comm|SS|on AItematwe—EteetneSepphe%take—Htlete—pex%nd—setLpewe#m

1.3 The Marketer Role

The Marketer is an entity that acts as a wholesale supplier, taking takes title to power and
has FERC authorlzatlon to market energy services. EERGauthen%atren—aHews—the

drstnbutlen—system. As such, the Marketer shaII be tsetther a FERC-authorlzed P power
Marketer. era-utility- As defined by FERC, under the context of this Tariff, the Marketer is
responsible for all Detroit Edison transmission-related responsibilities ef-the-Marketer
include(ing):. scheduling-energy, obtaining ancillary services, and paying energy
imbalance charges. Scheduling, tagging and other reservation activities needed to move
power through the Transmission grid maybe performed by the Marketer, Supplier or the
Alternatlve Electrrc Suppller

Jrn—many—eases— Tthe Alternatlve Electrlc Suppller and Marketer functlons may WI-” be
handled by one entrty IheAItematwe—EleemeSupphepand-Maﬂéetepdesrgnanen&are

1.4. Definitions

“Aggregator’” means an entity that combines the energy consumption of multiple Customers
for the purpose of meeting minimum bid lead criteria in Section 32.0. necessaryforRetall
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“Alternative Electric Supplier” means An Alternative Electric Supplier is an entity that has
obtained all the necessary approvals to sell retail electricity in Michigan, and is licensed by
the Michigan Public Service Commission.

“Commission” means the Michigan Public Service Commission.

“Customer” means an end user of power and retail customer on the Detroit Edison
distribution system.

“Customer Service Capacity” means the load carrying capability of the Detroit Edison
metering installation at the Customer’s site, based on the thermal limits of the meter and

the associated Detroit Edison Distribution System.and-any-asseciated-transformers.

“Demand” means the amount of power required to meet the Customer’s load, generally
expressed in kilowatts or megawatts, at-a-given-instant-or averaged over a designated
interval of time.

“Demand Conversion Table” means a table that converts average kWh consumption to
demand in kW, for a specific type or group of Customers. These tables will be used to
determine the amount of limited phase-in capacity allocated to Customers without prior

demand history as defined in Section 33.3. Fhese-tables-are-availlable-through-the-Detroit
Edisonweb site-and-also-available- uponrequest.

“Detroit Edison’s Distribution System” means facilities operated by Detroit Edison for the
purpose of distributing electric power within Detroit Edison’s electric service territory,
which are subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission.

“Detroit Edison’s Transmission System” means facilities operated by Detroit Edison for
the purpose of transmitting electric power within the Detroit Edison electric service territory,
which are subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

“Distribution Contract Capacity” means the load carrying capacity in kilowatts of the

Detroit Edison Distribution System necessary to meet a Customer's maximum load
requirements at a particular Location served under this tariff.
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“Distribution Point of Delivery” means the point of interconnection between the Detroit
Edison Distribution System and the Customer’s service location.

“Effective Date” is the date at which responsibility for servicing a Customer Load transfers
from the current supplier to the new supplier. The transfer occurs at the beginning (00:00
hours) of the Effective Date.

“Energy” in the context of this document, the word Energy refers to “electrical energy” and
Is measured in kilowatt-hours.

“Energy Meter” means a meter capable of only measuring and recording energy on a kwWh
basis.

“Full Service” means the provision of regulated electric service including, energy,
transmission and distribution services each provided by Detroit Edison.

“Interval Demand Meter” means a meter capable of measuring and recording kW
demands and/or KVAR demands on a 30-minute integrated basis and measuring energy
on a kWh basis.

“Joint Open Access Transmission Tariff (JOATT)” means the Detroit Edison and
Consumers Energy Open Access Transmission Tariff on file with the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission, as amended from t|me to time. Ihe—‘l;arﬁ—apphes—te—transaeuens
System&

“Load” means any end-use device drawing energy from the electric system.
“Location” means each Customer facility whether owned or leased.

“Marketer” means an entity that takes title to power and has FERC authorization to market

energy services. FERC-authorization-allows-the Marketer-to-use-transmission-systems-1o
move—powerfrom-the-generator{s)-to-thedistribution-system—The Marketer is either-a
FERC- authorlzed Power Marketer As-deﬂned—by—EERG—urwer—the-eemext—ef—thisianﬁ-

Page 4 of 40



The Detroit Edison Company Proposed Tariff Sheet EC2

“Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT)” means the Detroit Edison pro forma Open
Access Transmission Tariff on file with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, as
amended from time to time.

“Power” means a combination of the electric demand and energy requirements of the
Customer.

“Reactive Demand” means the amount of reactive power required to meet the Customer’s
Load, generally expressed in kilovolt-amperes reactive (KVAR), at a given instant or
averaged over a designated interval of time.

“Set-Aside” means either of two special groupings of single-phase Customers designed to
ensure that small Customers can participate in Retail Access Service, as defined in
Section 23.0..

“Supplier” is any entity, which provides Power to an Alternative Energy Supplier.

“Transition Charge” is a surcharge for the recovery of costs associated with the
implementation of Retail Access Service and Detroit Edison’s stranded costs arising from
implementation of Retail Access Service as authorized by the Commission.

“Transmission Point of Delivery” means the point of interconnection between the Detroit
Edison Transmission and Distribution Systems.

“Transmission Point of Receipt” means the point on the Detroit Edison Transmission
System where Power is received by Detroit Edison for delivery to the Transmission Point
of Delivery.
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CUSTOMER SECTION

2. Terms and Conditions of Service

2.1  This Retail Access Service Tariff sets forth the rates, charges, terms and conditions
of service for the delivery of Power to a Customer, arranged procured by an Alternative

Electric Supplier and-supphed-bya-Marketer. Such Power shall be initially received at a
designated Transmission Point of Receipt and ultimately delivered to the Customer

through the Detroit Edison Distribution System.

2.2  Power received by Detroit Edison from-a-Marketer for delivery to the Customer,
shall be transmitted across the Detroit Edison Transmission System to the Detroit Edison
Distribution System in accordance with the rates, terms and conditions of service of the
Detroit Edison Open Access Transmission Tariff and the JOATT.

2.3 A Customer’s eligibility to take Retail Access Service is subject to the full
satisfaction of any terms or conditions imposed by pre-existing contracts or tariffs with
Detroit Edison. Customers must have satisfied any past due amounts owed to Detroit
Edison under any other arrangements or provisions for electric service before taking
service under this Tariff, unless such past due amounts are due to billing disputes, Detroit
Edison’s failure to obtain meter readings, provide an actual bill or otherwise fail to
properly demonstrate amounts owed by the Customer to Detroit Edison. Rider No. 2
agreements between the Customer and Detroit Edison will remain in effect during service
under this Tariff unlike-all-etherriders—all other Detroit Edison Riders are not applicable
under this Tariff.

2.4 A Customer will specify only one Alternative Electric Supplier {and-the-Alternative
Electric-Suppher-shall-specify-only-one-Marketer)-at any given time for the supply of Power

to each Customer account or Customer Location.

2.5(a) Detroit Edison must switch the Customer’s service to the Alternative Electric
Supplier at the beginning of the next billing cycle if the Customer has been electronically
enrolled in Retail Access Service 15 days prior to the end of the current billing cycle.
The only exception to this rule is in the event the Customer cancels the enroliment within
10 days of the enrollment date.

2.5(b) Customers shall be permitted to change Alternative Electric Suppliers, Fhe
changes-willbecome-effective at the completion of their nermal next billing cycle provided
a notice of Alternative Electric Supplier change is received 10 (ten) days prior to the end
of the current billing period. Customers will be assessed a $5 processmg charge per
account for each change. : s by

I ; A | . EI . ” |. ” .
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2.6

2.7

Multiple Meters at Non-Residential Locations

2.6.1 Existing groupings of multiple meters into accounts at a location will be

maintained in setting up new retail access accounts. H-pessible—all-the-metered
load | i nall | ¥ il '

2.6.2 Multiple metered loads at a single voltage level may be combined, at the
Customer’s option, by physically re-wiring or by adding all metered quantities in the
billing process.

2.6.3 The Customer is responsible for any re-wiring costs or, alternatively, the
costs of all meters used for combining the Location, unless Detroit Edison requires
such rewiring. If Detroit Edison requires the rewiring, the rewiring costs will be the
responsibility of Detroit Edison.

2.6.4 When multiple Interval Demand Meters are used within a single voltage level,
Maximum Demand at that voltage level will be established by the highest coincident
demand recorded for those meters.

Multiple Meters at Residential Locations

All metered loads must be combined into a single metered load or account unless the
Customer chooses to re-wire all loads through the principal meter at the residence, Detroit
Edison will combine usage from all meters at the residence durlng the billing process. A

- Interruptible

rates are not avallable under Retall Access SerV|ce Thls does not apply to multi-family
residential locations.

2.8

Metering

2.8.1 All Load served under this tariff shall be metered. All Customers receiving
electric service at 4,800 volts or greater shall be required to install Interval Demand
Meters. All metering changes or installations shall be at Detroit Edison’s Cost.
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2.8.2

Customers receiving electric service at 480 volts or less, through Detroit

Edison-owned transformation will have metering requirements based on the
Customer Service Capacity for the Location as follows:

Customer Service Capacity Required Metering

Less than or equal to 20 368 kW | Energy Meter

Greater than 30 300 kW but less | Customer Choice of Energy
than 300 kW Meter or Interval Demand Meter

Greater than 300 kW Interval Demand Meter

All metering changes or installations shall be at Detroit Edison’s Cost.

2.8.3

Metering equipment for Customers taking Retail Access Service shall *

be furnished, installed, read, maintained and owned by Detroit Edison.

29 Meter Reading

74.1
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2.9.1 FerCustomers with Interval Demand Meters: Meter reading may wil
be accomplished electronically through a  Customer-provided
telecommunication links or other electronic data methods able to provide
Detroit Edison the metering data necessary to bill the customer and
conform to required metering accuracy. In the event Detroit Edison
maintains the customer on the same meter read cycles, it will be the
Customer’s option of installing data links for remote meter reading or
allowing Detroit Edison to read by conventional means. The Alternative
Electric Supplier shall have direct access to meter data through the same
means as Detroit Edison, once the Customer is enrolled, without any
further documentation or permission from the Customer.



The Detroit Edison Company Proposed Tariff Sheet EC2

2.9.3 Fer Energy Metered Customers: Meters will be read by conventional means
and the Customer will not be required to provide a telephone service.

2.9.4 The switch of a Customer’s account from one supplier to another will normally
take place on the scheduled meter reading date for that Customer (the Effective
Date) and be based on the reading made that same day. If an actual meter reading
Is not made on the Effective Date, referred-to-on-the Detroit- Edisen-web-site; Detroit
Edison will read the meter within five (5) business days of the date in which Detroit
Edison determines that the scheduled actual meter reading has not occurred. The
meter reading on the Effective Date will be determined on a pro rated basis based
on the actual meter reading.

2.10 Meter Errors and Telephone Failures

Billing where metering errors and malfunctions have taken place shall be performed as
follows:

2.10.1 For Energy Metered Customers where metered data is not available due to
metering errors, malfunctions, or otherwise, the usage will be estimated using the
procedure described in the billing rules approved by the Commission in Case No.
U-11746.

2.10.2 For Interval Demand Metered Customers where metered data is not
available due to metering errors, malfunctions, or otherwise, the usage will be
estimated using the available historical data for the Customer.

2.10.3 Where incorrect billing results from calculation error discovered by either
Detroit Edison, the Alternative Electric Supplier or the Customer, the error will be
corrected and revised bills for the Customer and the Alternative Electric Supplier will
be calculated and settled on the next billing period after the error is discovered.

2.10.4 Inthe event of meter or calculation errors or malfunctions, Detroit Edison

shall be liable for all excess Power supply costs, the costs of under deliveries of
Power and Energy Imbalance Penalties incurred by the Customer and the
Alternative Electric Supplier. Detroit Edison’s sole obligation to the Customer and
Alternative Electric Suppler shall be to reimburse the parties for Power supply
costs mcurred asa result of such errors. n-no-eventwill Detroit Edison-be liable to
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3. Character Of Service

3.1  Detroit Edison furnishes alternating current service at a nominal frequency of 60
hertz 24 hours a day, subject to interruption by tariff, by agreement, by advance notice, by
accident or by other causes not under the reasonable control of Detroit Edison.

3.2  For Single-Phase Distribution Service, Detroit Edison provides service at differing
voltages available in differing configurations within its service territory. These include, but
are not limited to, single-phase secondary alternating current service at 120/240 volts. In
some districts current is supplied from an Y- connected secondary network at 208Y/120
volts. Customers who are considering locating new load or who are considering adding
load at an existing Location should contact Detroit Edison to determine what service is
available at a particular Location to serve their Load.

3.3  For Three-Phase Distribution Service, Detroit Edison provides service at differing
voltages available in differing configurations within its service territory. These include, but
are not limited to, alternating current, three-phase service at nominal 4,800, 13,200,
24,000, 41,570 or 120,000 volts which may be transformed to lower voltages through
Detroit Edison-owned transformation equipment. Where three-phase service is supplied
at 480Y/277 volts through Detroit Edison-owned transformation equipment, the Customer
must furnish any transformation for the supply of its 120/240 volt requirements. Customers
who are considering locating new load or who are considering adding load at an existing
Location should contact Detroit Edison to determine what service is available at a
particular Location to serve their Load.

4. Availability of Service

4.1  Until December 31, 2001, eligibility for Retail Access Service will be determined

using the open bidding procedure described in the bidding Section 32 of this tariff, as
authorlzed by the Comm|SS|on in thelr March 8 1999 order in case number U-11290. Fhe

4.2  Onand after January 1, 2002, all Customers with Load connected to the Company’s
Dlstrlbutlon System shaII be ellglble for Retall Access Service. and—Reta#er—shaH—pay—the
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5. Term, Commencement of Service and Return to Full Service

5.1 Retail Access Service shall have a minimum term of one year. In the event
available Annual Firm Transmission into Michigan has not been increased by 2,000 Mw
over the calendar year 2000 level, then the minimum term of service shall be 30 days.
Upon completion of the initial term, Retail Access Service shall continue on a month to
month basis until terminated by the Customer or the Alternative Electric Supplier Betroit
Edisen with 15 30 days notice.

5.2  Retail Access Service shall be initiated by a Customer choosing an

Alternative Electric Supplier and the subsequent submission of an electronic enrollment by
the Alternative Electric Supplier on behalf of the Customer in a manner specified by Detroit
Edison. Alternative Electric Supplier submission of the enroliment warrants that a valid
written contract with the prospective Customer exists.
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54 Return to Full Service

5.4.1 The following conditions apply in the event the available Firm
Transmission Service into Michigan has been increased by 2,000 Mw over that
available in the year 2000. It must demonstrate to the satisfaction of the
Commission that Customers or their suppliers of electricity have access to
transmission service of the same type and level of firmness, during all months of
the year, as Detroit Edison purchases for the import of Power for the purpose of
serving Full Service loads.

Customers which may discontinue Retail Access Service, may aad return to Detroit
Edison Full Service under the following conditions:

54.1.1 Option 1 --12 Month Service Commitment *

If the Customer commits to Detroit Edison Full Service for a minimum of 12
months, then the Customer may take service under any tariff rate for which
the Customer qualifies.

5.4.1.2 Option 2 -- Short-Term Service *

If the Customer chooses not to commit to Detroit Edison Full Service for a
minimum of 12 months, then the Customer may take service under any tariff
rate for which the Customer qualifies, with the tariff rate modified as follows:

The Power Service Cost Recovery component, both base and adjustment
factor, in any and all energy prices of the tariff, shall be subtracted from
the energy prices and a Current Cost of Power charge shall be added to
the energy prices. The Current Cost of Power charge shall equal the
average of all Detroit Edison Power purchases used to serve Detroit
Edison retail loads which are not Full Service customer loads. the-Market
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The Customer may take service under Option 2 for a maximum of three
months. During the three-month period, the Customer may at any time
return to Retail Access Service. At the end of the three-month period, the
Customer must either return to Retail Access Service or agree to take
Detroit Edison Full Service for a minimum of 12 months.

5.4.2 Inthe event the available Firm Transmission Service into Michigan has
not been increased by 2,000 Mw over that available in calendar year 2000,
Customers shall be allowed to return to Full Service under the following
conditions:

5.4.2.1 The Customer must provide Detroit Edison notice of return to Full
Service 15 days prior to the end of the current billing cycle.

5.4.2.2 The Customer must remain on Full Service for a minimum period
of three (3) months.

5.4.2.3 The Customer may take service under any tariff rate for which the
Customer qualifies.

6. Billing and Payment

6.1 Detroit Edison will bill the Customer for Retail Access Service at the rates and
charges as outlined in Section 8-
irg-by-Detroit Edi

6.2  The Customer shall pay Detroit Edison the amount billed on or before a due date
established by Billing Rules approved by the Commission in cases U-10661 and U-11397.
A late payment charge of 2%, not compounded, of the unpaid balance, net of taxes, shall
be added to any bill which is delinquent, unless such amounts due are the result of billing
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disputes. Late payment charges are only applicable to the Detroit Edison portion of a
Customer’s billed amount.

6.3 The Customer shall retain the right to direct Detroit Edison to send the monthly
bill to any third party, including the Alternative Electric Supplier.

6.5 Disconnection for Non-Payment

Customers will be subject to disconnection for non-payment of Detroit Edison distribution
charges in accordance with the rules described in Detroit Edison’s Rules and
Regulations, Section 2.5.

7. Distribution Contract Capacity

7.1  All Interval Demand Metered Customers shall contract for an amount of capacity
sufficient to meet the maximum requirements of all Load connected to the Detroit Edison
Distribution System at the Customer’s Location. The Distribution Contract Capacity will
initially be set at the greater of: 1) the previously established Contract Capacity; 2) the
previously established Distribution Contract Capacity; 3) the highest 30-minute integrated
demand created during the previous 12 billing months at each voltage level (whether the
Customer received service under this tariff or a Detroit Edison retail tariff or contract), for
each Location. Any single 30-minute integrated reading of the Interval Demand Meter in
any month that exceeds the Distribution Contract Capacity then in effect shall become the
new Distribution Contract Capacity. Customers not having previously established service
requirements shall contract with Detroit Edison for a specified Distribution Contract
Capacity in kW sufficient to meet the maximum requirements for each location.

7.2  The Distribution Contract Capacity for Customers with on-site generation shall be
set at an amount sufficient to meet the maximum requirements for that location without the
on-site generation operating. In the event the Distribution Facilities cannot supply
sufficient capacity to meet the minimum capacity without cogeneration, then the
Distribution capacity will be based upon Detroit Edison’s maximum capacity to service.
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7.3  Detroit Edison will provide the necessary facilities to deliver electric power from its
Distribution System at the Distribution Contract Capacity. Any incremental cost incurred by
Detroit Edison to provide the necessary facilities to meet the Customer’s increased
demand for distribution services over the Distribution Contract Capacity existing when
service commences under this tariff shall be the responsibility of the Customer. Once
established, the Distribution Contract Capacity shall not decrease during the contract term
unless there is a specific permanent reduction in connected load.

8. Rates and Charges

Description of Charges
8.1 Service Charge

The Service Charge shall apply to each Location served under this tariff as shown in
Sections 8.6 and 8.7.

8.2 System Use Charge

The System Use Charge is-determined-as-follews shall be the product of the applicable
rate and the Customer’s maximum demand, at each voltage level, for each Location:

8.2.1 Customers with Interval Demand Meters

CH 3 H 3hd—at-—ea - vel—for—ea ocation. The
maximum demand shall be the highest 30-minute integrated kW demand created
during the previous 12 billing months at each voltage level (whether the Customer
received service under this tariff or a Detroit Edison retail tariff or contract),
including the current month but not less than 50% of Distribution Contract Capacity.

8.2.2 Customers with Energy Meters

The Customer’'s maximum demand shall be calculated using a ration of the
Customer’s total monthly consumption divided by the total consumption for the
applicable rate class and multiplied by the maximum annual demand for the rate
class. The rate class consumption and maximum annual demand shall be
measured using the load profile sample meters for the rate class.
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8.3  Substation Charge

A substation charge shall apply to Customers with service at a service voltage level of
24kV or above who are provided service through a substation owned by Detroit Edison
and dedicated to the Customer’s use. The Substation Charge shall be the product of the
applicable rate as shown in section 8.6 and the Distribution Contract Capacity.

8.4  Transition Charge

The Transition Charge recovers the costs associated with implementing the restructuring of
the electric power supply industry. Through 12/31/2001 this charge will equal the bid
amount associated with the capacity rights used to enroll the Customer, or adjusted by the
MPSC Order in Case U-12478, dated November 2, 2000. On 1/1/2002 and thereafter,
the charge shall be established by the Commission.

Application of Charges
85  Minimum Charge

The Customer is subject to a minimum monthly charge equal to the sum of the Service
Charge, the System Use Charge and the Substation Charge, if applicable.

8.6  High Voltage Distribution Service

Customers receiving electric service at 4,800 volts or higher and stepping it down to
working voltages with their own transformation equipment or through a substation owned by
Detroit Edison and dedicated to the Customer’s use shall have the following charges for
Retail Access Service:

Customer Owned

24 or 41.6 kV 120 kV and Above
Transformer

Charge

Service Charge $450/month $450/month $450/month

System Use Charge $1.89%2.47/kW/month $0.02$0.-57/kW/month -$0.30$0-24/kW/month

Substation Charge N/A $0.36/kW/month $1.18/kW/month

Surcharges and Credits Schedule B4.9 Schedule B4.9 Schedule B4.9

Any additional Transition, True-Up Charges, Surcharges and Credits as may be approved by the
Commission

All charges will be based on the metered quantity as determined by the meters at the
Customer Location.
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8.7 Low Voltage Distribution Service

Customers receiving electric service at 480 volts or less, using Detroit Edison-owned
transformation shall be charged for Retail Access Service as follows:

Service Charge ($/month) $5.95
System Use Charge ($/month) $2.92
Surcharge and Credits Schedule B4.9

All kwh charges will be based on the metered quantity as determined by the meters at the
Customer Location.

8.8 Power Factor and Excess Reactive Demand For Customers With Interval
Demand Metering

A power factor of less than 70% is not permitted and necessary corrective equipment must
be installed by the Customer to correct to a minimum level of 70%. Power factor and
excess Reactive Demand charges will be calculated at each Customer location at the time
of the Location’s single highest 30-minute integrated kW reading of the Interval Demand
Meter during the on-peak hours of the billing period, which are those hours from 7 a.m. until
11 p.m. consistent with the Detroit Edison Open Access Transmission Tariff. Excess
Reactive Demand is any Reactive Demand resulting from operations below 80% power
factor. A monthly charge of $3.50/kVAR will be applied to excess Reactive Demand.

The power factor measured for that Customer must be 10% outside the range for Detroit
Edison Customers with similar electric loads and at the same voltage level. Detroit
Edison must verify that the power factor for the portion of the Distribution to which the
Customer is connected has a power factor of at least 75%.
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10. Other Provisions

10.1 Retail Access Customers will be subject to the relevant curtailment procedure
contained in Detroit Edison’s Electrical Procedures, Rule B-3.7. Insufficient supply by
the Alternative Electric Supplier shall not change a Customer’s curtailment status.
Insufficient supply problems are addressed in Section 31. Retail Access Customers
whose supply is sufficient will not be curtailed.
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10.2 All Points of Receipt for Power produced within the Detroit Edison retail service
territory for delivery to Customers within that territory shall be considered as being points
located on the Detroit Edison Transmission System.

electric generation equipment connected in parallel with the Detroit Edison system
must comply with the Detroit Edison Protective Relaying, Operating and Telemetering
Guidelines for Independently Owned Generation and before operating such equipment
must obtain certification, in writing, from Detroit Edison that the conditions outlined in
the guidelines have been met.

10.4 Customer equipment must be operated so that voltage flicker and harmonics on the
Detroit Edison Distribution System shall not exceed permissible limits established by
Detroit Edison and by IEEE Standard 519, respectively. Failure to comply with this
requirement may result in discontinuance of service to the Customer and disconnection of
Customer’s Load from the Detroit Edison system.

10.5 Redundant services requested by the Customer may be provided under separate
agreement.

10.6 Detroit Edison’s Rules and Regulations as currently in effect are incorporated by

reference into this tariff to the extent applicable and, Rule C-2.2(2) notwithstanding, only to
the extent not inconsistent with the terms of this Tariff.
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ALTERNATIVE ELECTRIC SUPPLIER SECTION

11. Alternative Electric Supplier

11.1 This Tariff section outlines the rights and responsibilities of Alternative Electric
suppliers and Detroit Edison when enrolling and serving Customers under Retail Access
Service. The Alternative Electric Supplier is the retail seller of electric supply to the
Customer on Detroit Edison’s Distribution System.

11.2 If an Alternative Electric Supplier erMarketer fails to pay amounts due Detroit
Edison or otherwise fails to perform obligations undertaken in connection with service to a
Customer, Detroit Edison will give the Customer notice of the Alternative Electric
Supplier's er-Marketer's default. If the Customer, or its Alternative Electric Supplier—er its
Marketer-fails to pay amounts due Detroit Edison or otherwise fails to comply with the
provisions of the applicable Tariffs or agreements with Detroit Edison, Retail Access
Service may be terminated. Unless the Customer or Alternative Electric Supplier e¢
Marketer cures the default with Detroit Edison or the Customer changes its Alternative
Electric Supplier, the Customer may be returned to Detroit Edison Full Service subject to
the provisions of Section 5.4.

11.3. The Alternative Electric Supplier is responsible for all of the Alternative Electric
Supplier charges associated with its Customers until Retail Access Service is terminated.

11.4. Detroit Edison will not discontinue service unless written notice is sent to the
customer or personally served at least 15 days prior to the date of discontinuance.
Notice shall be sent to the account name and address and to the address where the
service is provided, if different.

_ nation_of " . be_initiated_bv_4
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13. Electronic Business Transactions

13.1 Unless specified otherwise by Detroit Edison, Alternative Electric Suppliers shall
transact all business with Detroit Edison electronically using industry standard Electronic
Data Interchange.

13.2 Unless otherwise specified by Detroit Edison, all payments made to Detroit Edison

by the Alternative Electric Supplier will be made by electronic funds transfer to the Detroit
Edison account.

14. Conditions Precedent to Customer Enrollment

The Alternative Electric Supplier will not be eligible to enroll Customers unless and until the
following conditions precedent have been satisfied and continue to be satisfied:

14.1 The Alternative Electric Supplier has been granted a license by the Commission.

14.3 The Alternative Electric Supplier has demonstrated electronic communication and
commerce capability, which meets Detroit Edison’s standards and protocols as-defined-en
I i Cdi b cite.

15. Conditions Precedent for Serving Customers
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The Alternative Electric Supplier will not be permitted to serve or continue to serve
Customers unless and until the following conditions precedent have been satisfied and
maintained

15.1 The Alternative Electric Supplier has satisfied and continues to satisfy all conditions
in Section 14.
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17.

171

17.2

Dispute Resolution

Dispute resolution procedures for Detroit Edison and Alternative Electric
Suppliers shall be as follows:

In the event of a dispute between Detroit Edison and an Alternative Electric
Supplier, including but not limited to “Events of Default”, the Parties shall attempt
in good faith, to resolve the dispute amicably and promptly. In the event the
dispute cannot be resolved, the AES shall provide Detroit Edison with a statement
of dispute and the AES’s proposed resolution to the designated Detroit Edison
contact. Upon receipt of the AES’s statement of dispute, Detroit Edison shall do
the following:

(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Acknowledge receipt of the AES’s Statement of dispute within five (5)
working days of receipt by Detroit Edison.

Investigate the dispute and attempt to resolve the dispute informally in a
manner that is satisfactory to both parties within 30 days of initial receipt of
the statement of dispute. The parties, in attempting to resolve the dispute,
may employ telephone communication, personal meetings, on-site visits,
or any other technique that is reasonably conducive to dispute settlement.

If the parties are able to settle the dispute informally, Detroit Edison shall
provide the AES with a Dispute Resolution Report stating the dispute and
the Detroit Edison’s and the AES’s agreed-upon resolution within 30 days
from the date the AES and Detroit Edison informally settled the dispute.

If the parties are unable to informally settle the dispute, Detroit Edison shall
provide the AES with a Dispute Resolution Report stating the dispute and
the Detroit Edison’s proposed resolution to such dispute within 30 days
from the date the AES and Detroit Edison failed to informally settle the
dispute. Upon receipt of the Dispute Resolution Report from Detroit
Edison, the AES may choose to accept the Company’s proposed
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resolution to the dispute or pursue the dispute formally with the Michigan
Public Service Commission.

18. Slamming Protection

18.1 Alternative Electric Suppliers shall warrant that the Customer has duly authorized the
submitted enrollment and the Alternative Electric Supplier has complied with the provisions
of 2000 P.A. 141 or any applicable commission rules developed pursuant to 2000 P.A.
141 to prevent slamming.

18.2 Detroit Edison provides Customers with pending enrollments with an Alternative
Electric Supplier a ten-day notice period in which the Customer may cancel the enroliment
before the switch is executed. If the Customer challenges the enrolliment the switch
transaction is cancelled, the effected Alternative Electric Supplier(s) are notified, and the
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enrolling Alternative Electric Supplier shall be assessed the $5 switching fee instead of the
Customer. The enrolling Alternative Electric Supplier cannot reverse the Customer’s
cancellation.

19. Real Power Losses

The-Marketerused-by The Alternative Electric Supplier is responsible for scheduling and
the supply of sufficient power, including replacing losses associated with the delivery of
power to the Customer’'s meter. The amount of Power delivered by Detroit Edison on the
Detroit Edison Distribution System to the Customer’s meter shall be adjusted using the
following real power loss factors for distribution service:

Secondary 4.8/13.2kV 24kV/41.6kV 120kVand above
Real Power Losses 11.27% 6.86 % 2.05% .56%

9 Q Q Q
Aels 2lal S L2 L2 E=1Us
0 O O 0 0 O 0

Marketers-Alternate Electric Suppliers must schedule and supply an amount of Power
equal to its Customers’ hourly usage x [(1 + D%) x (1 + T%)] to account for losses on the
Detroit Edison Transmission and Distribution System, where T% is the applicable loss
factor contained in the Detroit Edison Open Access Transmission Tariff and D% is the
applicable loss factor from the above table.

19. Load Profiling and Forecasting

19.1 Customer Load Energy Metered Profile: Detroit Edison shall provide a
prospective monthly energy metered load profile for the Alternative Electric Supplier.
The monthly load profile shall include all transmission and distribution losses. The
monthly load profile is subject to the Imbalance Service provisions as well as all other
relevant sections of this Tariff. Day-ahead load profile adjustment will be provided by
Detroit Edison by 13:00 Eastern Standard Time.

19.2 Forecasting Methodology: The load forecast developed by the Alternative Electric
Supplier shall conform to all other relevant sections of this Tariff and the Detroit Edison
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OATT. The Alternative Electric Supplier is responsible for adding the load profiles for
Internal Metered Customers to the Energy Metered Customer’s load profile for defining
Power Delivery schedules.

19.3 Rate Class Load Profiles: Detroit Edison shall provide hourly load profiles,
including transmission and distribution losses for each of the various rate classes of
Detroit Edison’s retail customers. Detroit Edison at its discretion may update, add, or
modify the load profiles for any or all customer rate classes during the term of the Tariff
on a prospective basis.
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22. Reciprocity

The Alternative Electric Supplier is responsible for ensuring that all Power suppliers
delivering Energy to Customers of the Alternative Electric Supplier, meet the following
Reciprocity Requirements.
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22.1 If a municipally owned utility elects to provide electric generation service to retalil
Customers receiving delivery service from an electric utility, they must comply with the
provision outlined in section 10y of 2000 P.A. 141.

22.2 Detroit Edison will not accept Power from any Power Supplier of any Alternative
Electric Supplier a-Marketer-that does not contractually agree to provide Detroit Edison
with reciprocal access to retail Customers. A reasonable level of reciprocity between
Detroit Edison and the prospective Alternative Electric Supplier's Power Supplier
Marketer and its affiliates must be established.

Through December 31, 2001.:

In-state and out-of-state utilities and utility affiliates must consent to open the same
relative amount of their retail Customer load to competition as Detroit Edison.
Further, the consent of out-of-state utilities and utility affiliates to this reciprocity
requirement must be expressed as a provision of an enforceable contract. A
municipal utility or a municipal power agency is required to provide reciprocity only
for the type of service it provides and in the same relative amount.

On and after January 1, 2002:

No Michigan-based electric utility shall be permitted to utilize Detroit Edison’s
Distribution System to make retail sales unless the utility wishing to make the sale
provides comparable Retail Access Service to Customers located within its service
territory.

No generation supplier that provides retail distribution services, or that has an
affiliate that provides retail distribution services, shall be permitted to utilize the
Detroit Edison Distribution System to make retail sales unless the Marketer or its
affiliate provides comparable Retail Access Service. If the transaction involves an
intermediary (such as a Marketer or broker), the reciprocity obligation may be
satisfied by either the regional transmission/distribution affiliate of the intermediary
or by the owner of the generation source or its regional transmission/distribution
affiliate.

“Comparable” Retail Access Service is one which; (i) provides for Retail Access
Service in an amount of Customer load equivalent to that provided by Detroit
Edison, and; (ii) specifies rates, terms, and conditions that are equivalent to those
offered by Detroit Edison, and that have been approved by all applicable regulatory
authorities for use in Retail Access Service transactions.
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31. Insufficient Supply

30.1 Alternative Electric Suppliers are responsible for the delivery of sufficient
Power to the Transmission Point of Delivery to supply the total Retail Access Customer
load assigned to the Alternative Electric Supplier at all times.

31.2 In the event that Detroit Edison declares an Electric Emergency and it is able to
prove that the Alternative Electric Supplier Power deliveries are outside the OATT
Deviation Band, then Detroit Edison can require the Alternative Electric Suppler to
increase deliveries to meet its load obligations. The Alternative Electric Supplier shall
have a minimum of two hours to procure and increase the supply to the Transmission
Point of Delivery or to reduce the total load of its Retail Access Customers such that the
total imbalances are within the OATT Deviation Band.

31.3 In the event the Alternative Electric Supplier fails to correct the supply imbalance

within 24 hours, those Retail Access Customers assigned to the Alternative Electric
Supplier shall be returned to Detroit Edison full service under Section 5.4, pending a
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Commission investigation into the Alternative Electric Supplier's performance. Should
the Commission find that the Energy Imbalance problem was not the fault of the
Alternative Electric Suppler, Detroit Edison shall reassign the Retail Access Customers
to the Alternative Electric Supplier without imposing any switching fees.

31.4 Inthe event that the Alternative Electric Suppler fails to comply with Section 20.2,
Detroit Edison can request the Commission to revoke the license of the Alternative
Electric Supplier.

32. Imbalance Service

32.1 Monthly Settlement. Energy Imbalances will be calculated and settled within
sixty (60) calendar days after the end of a calendar month, unless otherwise stated in
accordance with Detroit Edison’s OATT.

32.2 General Description: The Energy Imbalance Service accounts for mismatches
between the Power delivered by an Alternative Energy Supplier’s schedule for serving its
Customer’s and the energy that was actually used by those Customers. The energy
imbalance calculation shall occur after the monthly reading of the Customers’ meters.

32.3 Billing: Billing for energy imbalances shall be rendered by Detroit Edison on a
monthly basis. Amounts owed by an Alternative Electric Supplier’s to Detroit Edison, or
vice versa, shall be netted against one another and an invoice or payment, as the case
may be, shall be sent by Detroit Edison in the appropriate amount. Failure by the
Alternative Electric Supplier’'s to render payment to Detroit Edison by electronic funds
transfer within 14 banking days from the date of the invoice shall subject the Alternative
Electric Supplier's to a late penalty fee of 1-1/2% per month until paid in full. If Detroit
Edison does not receive written notification from the Alternative Electric Supplier of an
objection to a transaction statement within fourteen (14) days from the rendering thereof,
said transaction statement shall be deemed conclusive and binding on the Alternative
Electric Supplier.

32.4 Metered Data Collection: Meter data collected by Detroit Edison shall be used to
calculate the quantity of energy actually used by the Alternative Electric Supplier's
Customers for a particular energy imbalance period.

32.5 Calculation of Energy Imbalance Charges Interval Demand Metered Load:
On a calendar month basis, Detroit Edison shall calculate energy imbalances and the
associated charges or credits as follows:

32.5.1 Calculate the Interval Demand Metered Power Supply Schedule: This is
accomplished by subtracting the hourly Energy Metered Load Profile supplied by
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Detroit Edison to the Alternative Electric Suppliers from the actual Power supply
Delivery schedules of the Alternative Electric Supplier.

32.5.2 Calculate Hourly Energy Imbalances: The hourly energy imbalances is
calculated by subtracting the Interval Demand Meter Power supply Schedule from
the aggregated hourly consumption, adjusted for all line losses, for all of the
Alternative Electric Supplier’s Interval Demand Metered Customers.

32.5.3 Rates for Energy Imbalances: Energy Imbalances for Interval Demand
Metered loads shall be calculated using the Detroit Edison OATT.

32.6 Calculation of Energy Imbalance Charges Energy Metered Load: On a
calendar month basis, Detroit Edison shall calculate energy imbalances and the
associated charges or credits as follows:

32.6.1 Energy Imbalances from Detroit Edison Load Profile: If the Alternative
Electric Supplier aggregates for scheduling the load of Interval Demand Metered
Customer’s load with the Energy Metered Customer’s load, then this section does
not apply. Should the Alternative Electric Supplier's scheduled Power Deliveries
deviate from the Detroit Edison provided load profile, then the hourly differences
shall be treated as energy imbalances and the rates in Detroit Edison’'s OATT
shall apply.

32.6.2 Calculation of Monthly Energy Metered Load Energy Imbalances: Detroit
Edison shall allocate the billing cycle energy consumption for all Energy Metered
Customers into a calendar month based upon prorating the total Power
consumption using the number of billing days in each month to the total billing
days in the billing cycle. Detroit Edison shall then develop an aggregated
calendar month consumption for each Alternative Electric Supplier by adding the
total consumptions of all the Alternative Electric Supplier's Energy Metered
Customers. The monthly energy imbalance for this load shall be calculated by
subtracting the aggregated calendar month load, adjusted for all line losses, from
the total monthly supply as specified in the Detroit Edison provided hourly
monthly load profile.

32.6.3 Rates for Monthly Energy Metered Load: The monthly energy imbalances
shall be charged or credited based upon the rate of $50.00/MWh.
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BIDDING FOR CAPACITY PRIOR TO 1/1/2002
32. Bidding Terms and Conditions

32.1 Until December 31, 2001, eligibility for Retail Access Service will be determined
using an open bidding procedure authorized by the Commission. Each bid submitted must
meet or exceed a minimum level of 0.000kWh. Bids for eligibility may be submitted by
prospective Customers, Alternative Electric Suppliers, Marketers or other parties and shall
designate the amount of Load proposed to be served and the amount the Customer shall
pay Detroit Edison as a Transition Charge for each kilowatt-hour associated with the
awarded capacity delivered under this Tariff.

32.2 On and after January 1, 2002, all Customers with Load connected to the Detroit
Edison Distribution System shall be eligible for Retail Access Service and the Customer
shall pay Detroit Edison a Transition Charge established by the Commission for all
kilowatt-hours consumed by Customers taking Retail Access Service.

Phase-In Schedule

32.3 The final day for submitting sealed bids to Detroit Edison and the implementation
dates for Retail Access Service are as follows:

Final day for Cumulative Implementation
Submitting Bid Load Date

As soon as practical after
September 20, 1999 | 225,000 kW final day for bid submittal
As soon as practical after
final day for bid submittal
As soon as practical after
final day for bid submittal
As soon as practical after
March 20, 2000 900,000 kW 14l day for bid submittal

November 20, 2000 1,125,000 kW | January 1, 2001

November 19, 1999 450,000 kW

January 20, 2000 675,000 kW

On and after January 1, 2002, all Load connected to the Detroit Edison Distribution System
shall be eligible for Retail Access Service.

32.4 Bidding will be allowed up to the total maximum demand available through the
current bid period, less any demand assigned to successful bidders in any prior bid
periods that has not been forfeited. Bids must be for a minimum of 1,000 kW and be made
in increments no smaller than 100 kW.

32.5 In each bid period, 3,000 kW of the available capacity will be set aside for use by
aggregated Residential Customers. A further 3,000 kW of each bid period’s capacity will
be set aside for use by aggregated single-phase Customers (including Residential). The
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remaining 219,000 kW may be used to serve any class of Customer. The Set-Asides will
be accomplished by staging a sequential bidding process with the Residential Set-Aside
first, then the Residential and single-phase Set-Aside, and finally, the remaining 219,000
KW. Losing bids in the Set-Asides will be carried over into the remaining bidding
processes, providing, in effect, additional chances that the Set-Asides are filled in each
bidding phase. Unused Set-Aside capacity, if any, may be filled by other bid classes, but a
like amount will be added to future bid period Set-Asides to maintain the cumulative Set-
Aside total at the original goal.

32.6 Capacity will be offered in a simple auction process with capacity being awarded to
the highest bidders. Capacity will be awarded to successively lower bids until the offered
capacity is exhausted. In the event that two or more bids have identical prices, a lottery will
be used to select the winning bidder. The form of the lottery will be the assignment of a
random number to each bid at the time of bid processing that will be used to break any ties
that may occur.

32.7 The auctions will be administered by a CPA firm hired by Detroit Edison to serve as
the Independent Bid Administrator. Representatives from the Commission are welcome to
view the bid opening and processing.

22.832.8 Any individual or entity is allowed to bid, provided they meet the bidding
requirements set forth herein. Basic requirements include: a minimum quantity sought of
1,000 kW, a minimum bid price per kWh to be paid as a transition charge as identified in
Section 33.1, and a deposit. Deposit amounts are $1.00/kW for the Residential Set-Aside,
$1.50/kW for the Residential/Single-Phase Set-Aside, and $2.00/kw for the balance
(Three-Phase) of each bid period’s capacity. Successful bidders must satisfy all

requwements establlshed in thls Tarlff Gapaeﬁy—ewwﬂ—hwe—@@—day—s—te—ee#ﬁaet—w&h

32.9 A bidder is any person, corporation, or other entity that submits a bid for a portion of
the limited capacity available during the phase-in period.

32.10 Any person or entity may submit one or multiple bids including, but not limited to,

Aggregators, Alternative Electric Suppliers, Marketers, Customers, and DTE Energy
affiliates or joint ventures. DTE Energy is the parent company of Detroit Edison.

Page 39 of 40



The Detroit Edison Company Proposed Tariff Sheet EC2

32.11 Capacity owners may sell or assign their capacity rights. If they do so, they must
inform Detroit Edison, so the sale and the new owner of record can be recorded. The first
sale of capacity rights to an unaffiliated party restarts both the 60-day and 180-day time
frames discussed above. Subsequent sales of capacity rights do not restart these
timeframes, nor does any sale made between affiliated parties

32.12 Until January 1, 2002, the Alternative Electric Supplier must demonstrate evidenced
authorization to use capacity rights, as evidenced by an executed Capacity Owner-
Alternative Electric Supplier Notice between the Alternative Electric Supplier and the
capacity owner, representing an amount of available capacity sufficient to serve all
Customers it seeks to enroll. The notice must be current, i.e. not revoked, forfeited, or
otherwise invalid. The Customer will be enrolled using the highest remaining bid price
when using awarded capacity from a bid phase where the capacity owner has awarded
capacity at more than one bid price.

33. Allocation of Limited Phase-In Capacity

33.1 For the purposes of allocating capacity during the phase-in period, each Customer
account will be valued at its Maximum Demand. This amount will be decremented from the
available capacity rights held by/for the enrolling party as each account gets enrolled.

33.2 The initial Maximum Demand for Customers who were previously served by Detroit
Edison utilizing Interval Demand Meters is the highest 30-minute integrated demand
created during the previous 12 billing months.

33.3 The initial Maximum Demand for Customers who were previously served by Detroit
Edison utilizing non-Interval Demand Meters is the highest demand created during the
previous 12 billing months.

33.4 The initial Maximum Demand for Customers who were previously served by Detroit
Edison utilizing Energy Meters is the kW demand determined by applying the Customer’s
kWh consumption to the appropriate Demand Conversion Table.

33.5 The capacity rights granted through the bidding process or any subsequent resale

expire at 12:01 AM on January 1, 2002 when all Customers are eligible to go to Retail
Access Service without any capacity restriction.
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Question:

Answer:;

MPSC Case No.: U-12489
Respondent: E. Basso
Requestor: Energy Michigan
Question No.: EMDES8.47
Page: 1of1

If an AES offers and installs devices on its energy metered customers which interrupt
service, will the load profiling mechanism proposed by Detroit Edison in this case detect
and identify such interruptions for customers of specific alternate energy suppliers in
the Edison retail access program? If the load profiling methodology will not produce
such data, how can an AES which desires to offer interruptible or managed service to
energy metered customers obtain recognition of such interruptions or management for
energy balancing purposes?

No, the only practical and reliable way of identifying the effect of load management
efforts is to measure usage with an interval demand meter and use that data for energy
balancing purposes.



Question:

Answer:
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If the Detroit Edison Rate R-14 Interruptible Load Management Rider is approved by
the Commission will Alternate Electric Suppliers offering service to energy metered
customers be able to install similar interruption devices and gain recognition from
Detroit Edison for interruption in the form of reduced system use charges or recognition
of on peak load reductions for energy balancing purposes?

See answer to EMDE8.47. To the extent an interruption results in less kWh
consumption by the energy metered customer the system use charges would be less.
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Will Detroit Edison make the interruption devices proposed to be used in Rate R-14
available to Alternate Electric Suppliers or their customers receiving retail access
service and, if the customers install such devices, make similar credits of $4.00 for each
day of interruption available to those customers? If the answer is yes, what, if anything,
would Detroit Edison charge Alternate Electric Suppliers or their customers for such
service?

No, not at this time.
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If an energy metered customer is receiving RAS service from an alternate supplier, may
they also install the R-14 interruption equipment and receive the same credit from
Detroit Edison as is received by bundled sales customers? If not, would they receive a

different credit?

No. See answers to EMDES8.49, EMDES8.48 and EMDES8.47.
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SWITCHING TO ENERGY ONLY CHARGE
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Witness: RAPolich

Date: February 2001
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The following is based upon actual bills from September-October 2000 billing cycle for Open Access Customers:

Customer Account Number 000097402

OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES UNDER CURRENT RATES

OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES BASED ON PROPOSED RATES

Billing Total Billing Total
Determinates Rate Charge Determinates Rate Charge
(a) (b) (© (d) (e) (U]
Service Charge $5.95 $5.95 Service Charge $5.95 $5.95
System Use Charge 2 kw $3.42 $6.84 System Use Charge 309 kWh $0.030200 $9.33
Nuclear Decommmissioning Charg 309 kWh $0.001234 $0.38 Nuclear Decommmissioning Charc 309 kWh $0.001234 $0.38
Michigan Sales tax $0.79 Michigan Sales tax $0.94
TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $13.96 TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $16.60
TOTAL INCREASE $2.64
PERCENT INCREASE 18.9%

Customer Account Number 000097006

OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES UNDER CURRENT RATES

OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES BASED ON PROPOSED RATES

Billing Total Billing Total
Determinates Rate Charge Determinates Rate Charge
(a) (b) (© (d) (e) (U]
Service Charge $5.95 $5.95 Service Charge $5.95 $5.95
System Use Charge 10 Kw $3.42 $34.20 System Use Charge 2301 kwh $0.030200 $69.49
Nuclear Decommmissioning Charg 2,301 KWh $0.001234 $2.84 Nuclear Decommmissioning Charc 2,301 kwWh $0.001234 $2.84
Michigan Sales tax $2.58 Michigan Sales tax $4.70
TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $45.57 TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $82.98
TOTAL INCREASE $37.41
PERCENT INCREASE 82.1%
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INCREASED MONTHLY SERVICE CHARGE

Case No:
Exhibit:
Witness:
Date:
Page:

The following is based upon actual bills from September-October 2000 billing cycle for Open Access Customers:

Customer Account Number 000098590

OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES UNDER CURRENT RATES

U-12489
EM-___ (RAP-3)
RAPolich
Feb-01
2 of 2

OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES BASED ON PROPOSED RATES

Billing Total Billing Total
Determinates Rate Charge Determinates Rate Charge

(a) (b) (© (d) (e) (U]
Service Charge $5.95 $5.95 Service Charge $36.00 $36.00
System Use Charge 23 KW $3.42 $78.66 System Use Charge 23 kW $3.42 $78.66
Nuclear Decommmissioning Charg 3,836 kwh $0.001234 $4.73 Nuclear Decommmissioning Charg 3,836 kWh $0.001234 $4.73
Michigan Sales tax $5.36 Michigan Sales tax $7.16
TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $94.70 TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $126.55
TOTAL INCREASE $31.85
PERCENT INCREASE 33.6%

Large Customer
OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES UNDER CURRENT RATES OPEN ACCESS DISTRIBUTION CHARGES BASED ON PROPOSED RATES
Billing Total Billing Total
Determinates Rate Charge Determinates Rate Charge

(a) (b) (© (d) (e) ®
Service Charge $5.95 $5.95 Service Charge $36.00 $36.00
System Use Charge 300 Kw $3.42  $1,026.00 System Use Charge 300 KW $3.42 $1,026.00
Nuclear Decommmissioning Charc 50,035 kwh $0.001234 $61.74 Nuclear Decommmissioning Charc 50,035 kwh $0.001234 $61.74
Michigan Sales tax $65.62 Michigan Sales tax $67.42
TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $1,159.31 TOTAL DETROIT EDISON CHARGES $1,191.16
TOTAL INCREASE $31.85
PERCENT INCREASE 2.7%




