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Summary and Findings

During October and November, 2000, the Staff of the Michigan Public Service Commisson (Staff)
conducted an investigation of the enrollment process used by The Detroit Edison Company (Edison)
for its Retaill Open Access (ROA) program. The purpose of this audit wasto review the
procedures, policies and methods utilized by Edison to determine if, in Staff's opinion, Edison was
effectively and efficiently processing enrollments. Additionaly, Staff attempted to discern whether
Edison was favoring specific Alternative Electric Suppliers (AES) or customers or customer groups.

Theinvestigation firgt identified the various steps utilized by Edison in its enrollment process. Staff
then salected a structured non-random sample of enrollmentsto evauate. Following this evauation,
Staff presented severd findings. Thesefindings are:

1.

2.

No evidence was found of favoritism to specific AESS, customers or customer groups.

Certain customers were able to negotiate specia but not anti-competitive trestment in the
enrollment process, by being assertive in their gpproach with Edison.

Edison's automated and manua management information systems do not provide sufficiently
detalled information to easly track and facilitate the progress of enrollments through the
process.

Communication between Edison, AES's, aggregators and customers has not clearly
provided information about process requirements, timelines and equipment requirements.

Edison's enrollment process completes many separate tasksin serid fashion. Efficiencies
could be gained through pardle processing.

Edison believesits processis only in a startup and transition phase, but it does not gppear to
be capable of efficient and effective handling of even the modest volume of customers
migrating to ROA during theinitid phase-in period.

At thistime, Staff does not believe Edison's enrollment processis prepared to handle full
open access, commencing on January 1, 2002.
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1 Introduction & Statement of Purpose

Thefirst few Retall Open Access sarvice customersin the Detroit Edison (* Edison”) service
territory started recaiving eectricity from the competitive suppliers of their choicein early
September 2000. That marked the beginning of Retall Open Access (“ROA”) service in Michigan.
Serviceto the first few Edison ROA customers followed soon after the June 2000 passage of
Michigan's Customer Choice and Electricity Reliability Act (2000 PA 141 & 142; MCL
460.10 et seq.; MSA 22.13(10) et seq.). It represented a process that began in the early 1990's
and marked the culmination of a series of MPSC orders on dectric utility restructuring, dating back
to 1996.

Problems and difficulties were encountered as Edison started to utilize systems and procedures it
had put into place for communications and information exchange with AES s and ROA customers.
This was especidly true for the customer enrollment process.

Reports to MPSC Staff raised questions about Edison’ s performance in implementing the ROA
program. In September and October 2000, two of the three active Alternative Electric Suppliers
(“AES s") and some of their progpective ROA customers voiced concerns that the process was not
working according to plan and was not meeting the expectations they had been given by Edison.*
Asareault of saverd communications received from AES s and prospective ROA customers, Staff
undertook an investigation of Edison’s ROA service implementation systems and procedures.

Perhaps Edison was foot dragging, as some of the AES s and customers interpreted the Situation.
Or, as Edison responded to Staff’ s early inquiries on these issues, perhaps Edison was trying as
hard as it could to implement a complicated and difficult program and start up problems were
unavoidable. This paper reports on Staff’ s investigation of Edison’s customer enrollment process.

The process of implementing ROA service isfairly complicated, so it is not entirdly surprising that
there have been some difficultiesin getting it garted. Still, the abilities to rapidly identify problems,
resolve and smooth them over and make the process changes necessary to prevent their
reoccurrence can be consdered halmarks of successful program implementation.

In its October 24, 2000, Order in Case No. U-11956, approving retail access program
implementation costs by Consumers Energy and Detroit Edison, the Commission defined
implementation costs as “nonrecurring costs that. . . are necessary to accomplish the changes
required by restructuring” (p. 3). The Commisson Stated:

! The third active AES a thistime was DTE Energy Marketing, an affiliate of DE. At thetime MPSC Staff began
itsinvestigation, DTE Energy Marketing (“DTE-EM”) had not reported any concernsto MPSC Staff.



“Expenditures associated with the implementation of the retail open access programs must
produce results. Procedures, policies, methods, or eectronic data interfaces that prove to
be ineffective, inefficient, or unworkable may not entitle the company to recover the costs of
those systems.” (pp. 4-5).

This Saff investigation is not afinancid audit of expenditures Edison made on ROA implementation.
Insteed, it is an investigation into the systems and procedures used. Staff is mindful, however, that
Edison has aready spent severa million dollars on the systems and processes that are the subject of
thisreview. The October 24 order (pp. 6-7) notes that Edison reported expenditures of about
$11.6 million through the firgt quarter of 1999 and projected its total implementation expenditures
will exceed $100 million (pp. 6-7).2 As reflected in the Commission’s order, the intent of this
MPSC Steff investigation was to shed light on the effectiveness, efficiency, and workability of
Edison’s procedures, policies and methods.

In order to evaduate the Stuation, MPSC Staff completed an investigation of the Edison customer
enrollment process. The purposes of Staff’ s review were to:

1. Investigate how the process has been working;

2. Identify and describe the problems that have been encountered;

3. Explore the adequacy of Edison’s plans and its implementation of them; and,

4, Recommend policies regarding customer enrollment procedures for implementation in

Edison'sfind Retal Open Access (ROA) tariff, which is now under consideration in Case
No. U-12489.°

2 The Commission is reviewi ng applications for the recovery of implementation expenditures for Consumers
Energy and Detroit Edison in aseries of annual true-up cases, 1998 through 2007. U-11956 was the first Edison
true-up case, for 1998 and prior expenditures. In Case No. U-12359, for 1999 expenditures, Edison is seeking
recovery of about $21 million and indicates its total implementation expenseswill be about $120 million.

3Case No. U-12488 will establish the final Consumers Energy ROA tariff. At the outset, Staff believed that
findings and recommendations from this review might also be applicabl e to the final Consumers Energy ROA
tariff and to ROA programsthat will beimplemented in the future for all other MPSC regulated electric utilities.



2 History of Program

The trangtion toward retail open access (ROA) in Michigan has been underway for severd years.
Experimentd retail wheding programs in Michigan were the subject of casesthat beganin 1992. A
Michigan Jobs Commission report to the Governor caling for industry restructuring was delivered in
January 1996. The Commission established the basic framework for restructuring in a series of
orders dating back to December 1996, and initidly scheduled a phase-in of ROA that was dated to
dart in January 1998, with full open access by January 1, 2002. Various administrative and legdl
issues delayed implementation and postponed the start-up, but in September 1999 Edison agreed to
voluntarily begin the Commissonordered ROA service and the first round of bidding for the rights
to participate in ROA took place that same month. Ultimately, the Customer Choice and Electricity
Rdiability Act (2000 PA 141) was sgned by Governor John Engler, and took effect on June 5,
2000. The new law affirmed the phase-in schedule and the starting date for open access for dl
Edison customers of January 1, 2002.

Edison began to design and implement its enrollment process, in anticipation of a 1998 start-up
date. Eventudly, Edison prepared handbooks and provided workshops to explain the procedures
to suppliers and customers.* The first workshops were held in August 1999. Five rounds of
bidding were completed, to establish rights to transmission capacity for the phase-in period, prior to
January 2002. Two rounds of bidding were completed in September and November 1999, and the
next three took place in January, March, and November 2000.

Bidding established the rights to begin ROA sarvice as early asfal 1999, but the first cusomers did
not begin to enrall in Edison’s system until the late spring and early summer of 2000. The maor
reason for that delay was that by the time AES swere findly prepared to begin serving ROA
customers, no firm tranamission cgpability into Michigan was available to them for reservation in the
summer months of 2000. AES swho rely on out of state sources of generation could not be
assured they could move power to their Michigan customers in the summer, so most AES s and
their customers determined they would wait until after the summer to begin ROA sarvice. Though a
few hundred enrollments were submitted as early as April and May 2000, significant numbers were
not submitted until July (see Figure 1, p. 12).

Once it became clear that the legidation had passed and transmission capacity would start to be
available by the first of September, the active AES s sarted to enroll customers with the hopes of
bringing them into ROA service by thefirst of September. Thus, July 2000 marked the first

4 Early in the genesis of the Edison ROA program, there were some reports of problems and concerns, and even
some formal complaints raised about specific requirements of Edison’s ROA marketer agreements, but those
concerns are not the subject of thisreport. Many of the sticking points were resolved via settlementsand in
Commission Ordersin Cases Nos. U-12272, U-12323, U-12327, and U-12330. Any remaining concerns about
Edison’s requirements for AES' s and Marketers may be raised in the ongoing ROA tariff case, U-12489.



ggnificant numbers of enrollments for Edison to process, and the first serious test of its enrollment
system.

In the process of trying to enroll the first few hundred customers, it became clear that the enrollment
process was not working as smoothly as Edison had planned. Customers and AES s brought
problems to the attention of MPSC Staff, and Staff undertook the investigation that is the subject of
this report.

The most important point to understand from this brief summary of eventsthat led to Staff’s
investigation is that Edison had been anticipating the sart of ROA enrollments for severd years by
now, and could have been cdled upon to enroll many more customers even sooner. The Startup
difficulties experienced to date lead Staff to question the adequacy of Edison’s 1998 and 1999
preparations for this process.



3 Overview of Process and Current Status

In order to implement ROA service enrollment, Edison established an interrelated set of information
systems and procedures to be followed by AES's, customers, and Edison daff. Edison’s intent was
fird to Sructure systems to function as an interim solution during the ROA phase-in period, and later
to make a smooth trangition to systems for what Edison characterizes as the mass market ROA
program, starting in January 2002.

Edison’ s enrollment system tracks information and qudifications for as many as four different
entities: (1) ROA capacity owners, (2) AES's, (3) Marketers, and (4) Customers. Table 1
provides a basic description of each entity, and indicates what Edison checks, in order to qudify
them for participation in the ROA program.

Table 1: ROA Program Qualificationsfor Four Different Entities

ENTITY

DESCRIPTION, QUALIFICATIONS, & COMMENTS

Capacity Owner

Holds the right to ROA transmission capacity, as a result of the
bid process.

Alternate Electric
Supplier (AES)

Holds the appropriate license from the MPSC, under

MCL 460.10(a). Has met applicable FERC requirements. Has
credit approval with DE to reserve transmission capacity. Has
executed a marketer agreement with DE.

Marketer May be the same entity as the AES. So far, all AES’s operating
in Michigan are FERC authorized power marketers.
Customer The word “customer” is used, but it should be noted that for the

purposes of the ROA customer enrollment process, the customer
is defined as equivalent to a meter. For practical purposes, it is
the meter that is enrolled in the ROA program.

This Steff investigation involves the process of enrolling customers in the Edison ROA program.
The procedure is summarized in Table 2 (on page 9). Additiond details about each step in the
process are provided in Chapter 4 of this report.




Table 2: Enrollment Procedure Steps and Examples of Problems Encountered

PROCESS STAGE CRITERIA TO SATISFY EXAMPLES OF PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED

Acknowledged Enroliment request is received & Initially, enroliments required exact match of customer name,
acknowledged. Edison triggers address, & account number. Many times, customer and AES were
confirmation process. unaware exactly what information to present to Edison.

Confirmed Edison validates account number, Delays or rejections occurred when: accounts were moved from old
meter number, customer name & billing system; meters were moved and given new addresses &
address and bid. Edison checks numbers; meters were not read for a long time, resulting in billing
account is not past due. If last meter | disputes and past due amounts; final meter readings had to be
read is estimated, Edison obtains scheduled; applications were for incorrect class of ROA service;
final, actual meter read. applications had to be matched up with correct bids.

Site Ready If the meter is 3-phase, Edison site If the phone line is not working at the time of the second site visit, a
visit takes place to install a telephone | third one must be scheduled. AES’s complained of long delays
line interface box. The customer is between phone line installations and Edison scheduling second site
required to provide a telephone line. visits. Some phone line installations were not completed according
Edison makes second site visit to to Edison specifications.
install meter.

Scheduled AES schedules power, making a AES may delay until they have a large group of customers, to try to
“sink meter” link. AES advises coordinate purchase & scheduling of larger blocks of power. AES’s
Edison that link has been made. want to switch groups of customers all on one day, but Edison
Edison schedules switch date. system is set to switch each customer only on their own scheduled

meter reading date.

In-Service Enrollment is completed. AES may not schedule ample power for customers’ full needs.

Customer may be in service, but billing system issues need
resolution before Edison can issue first bill.




Figure 1 (on p. 12) presents summary data for Edison customer enrollments over about asix-month
period, May through November 2000. Enrollments held steady at about 200 customers through the
end of June, and then increased significantly and steadily during July, August, and September before
leveling off at about 1500 to 1600 in October. Edison’s procedures were not redly tested until
early July, when approximately 300 enrollments were received in one week. Then, enrollments
increased at arate of about 200 per week from late July through early September. Rejected and
cancelled enrollments are indicated as negative numbers on this graph.  Edison quit tracking rejected
and cancelled categoriesin October. The green bars indicate completed enrollments; customers
receiving ROA sarvice. The graph shows that substantia delays were encountered between July
and September, before any significant numbers of customers started to receive service. Even by the
end of November, barely more than half of the enrollments had been completed.

AsFigure 1 shows, about 300 enrollments attempted the week of July 11 were rejected by July 17.
The genera problem encountered was a difficulty in matching up customer names, account numbers
and addresses. Edison set up its system to require exact matches of those three data e ements, but
it turned out to be much more difficult than expected for AES s and customers to obtain and submit
thisinformation. Once it became clear that there were significant difficulties in obtaining and
submitting this information, Edison relaxed the requirements for this information (see Section
4.3.3.2, p. 20). Mogt of the enrollments that were initialy rejected because of mismatched
customer names, account numbers and addresses were subsequently resubmitted and thus resppear
later in the data series above the horizonta axis on the graph.

Figure 2 (p. 13) shows the same customer enrollment data, but without data on rejected and
cancdled enrollments. Four genera trends are observable by studying Figure 2. Firgt, the total
number of enrollments has changed very little from late September through November. Nearly
1500 enrollments were aready in process by the end of September, and by the end of November
the total was only 1700. During that time period, only about 2025 enrollments were received each
week. Second, the number of enrollmentsin Acknowledged status increased significantly in August
and again in late September. Numbers generdly shifted from the Acknowledged to Confirmed
categoriesin the following weeks; as expected, but more dowly. Third, the largest groups of
customersin process were in the Site Ready status in September and the Confirmed category in
October. Fourth, the numbers of customers In-Service have been growing dowly. In generd, it
took about 8 weeks, from late July until |ate September, before the enrollment process was
eventudly completed for any sgnificant number of customers.

Figure 3 (p. 14) shows the percentage of enrollments that were completed and In-Service each
week, July 24 through November 27. The data shows it took about 11 weeks to reach the 30
percent mark. Four weeks later, a bit less than half of dl the enrollments had been completed.

Finally, the 50 percent mark was barely exceeded in late November.

Figure 4 (p. 14) shows data on the planned and actud time it took, in days, for the enrollmentsin

Staff’s sample to complete the various enrollment process stages. The “planned” time frames
generdly reflect Edison’s currently established goals. Details for planned times vary depending on
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gpecific circumstances of each customer enrollment, and those differences are discussed in Sections
4.3 through 4.6 (pp. 18-28) of this report.

Looking at Figure 4, it is clear that the only mgor discrepancy between Edison’s planned time
frames and actud averages has been in the length of time it has taken for customers to move from
“Scheduled” to “In-Service” status. That appears to reflect both Edison’s policy to synchronize Int
Service dates with preexisting customer billing cycles and AES desires to bring customersinto
sarvicein larger groups. Theseissues are discussed in Section 4.6.1 (p. 28).

In spite of fairly minor differences in average times for each stage, however, the tota time average
for In-Service customersin Staff’s sample was just about double what Edison planned. Edison
indicated the process would take about 45 to 70 days but, in practice, for Staff’s sample the
average was 118 days. The large difference between each category average and the tota indicates
that many of the In-Service enrollments had been held up in one or more of the categoriesfor a
ggnificant time.

The maximum times for each category are shown in Figure 4. The median processing time was
amogt exactly 100 days, and dmost 1/3 of Staff’ s sample took more than six months. These data
aredso depicted in Figure 9 (p. 31), for customers in Staff’ s sample that were aready in service.
Figure 10 (p. 32) shows smilar datafor customers in Staff’s sample where the enrollment process
was not yet completed. Of that group, close to half remained in process after more than 60 days.

-11-
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Figure 2: Enrollment Status, July 24 through November 27, Not Counting Rej ections Cancellations
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Figure 3: Percentage of Enrollments Completed by Week
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4 Detailed Description of Process & Problems Encountered

Section 4 includes detailed descriptions of the five mgor stages in Edison’s enrollment process.
Daais reported for dl the enrollments Edison is processing and more specificdly for a sample of
enrollments that Staff studied in detail. Section 4 lists enrollment requirements and problems
encountered at each stage, drawing on information received via Staff’ s correspondence with
customers, correspondence and interviews with AES's, and interviews with Edison gaff.

4.1 Sampleof Enrolimentsfor In-Depth Review

Edison provided Staff with afull list of enrollments, and Staff used an informd dratified sampling
procedure to identify cases for detailed review. Table 3 (p. 16) summarizes criteria Staff used to
select the sample. Where possible, Staff’ s sample included enroliments for each AES, in each of
the five mgjor status categories, plus some rejected enrollments. Also, Staff’ s sample included
various size customers and each of the three ROA classes: (1) residentid, (2) resdential and smdll
secondary, and (3) primary.®

Findly, where AES s enrolled large, aggregated groups of customers, Staff’ s sample included
representatives of each one. For examples, one group was a single corporate account that included
afew hundred small customers, others were load-aggregation cooperatives, and another was a
datewide retall chain.

Once Staff had identified specific cases for its sample, Staff asked Detroit Edison to prepare a
summary report on those enrollments.  Edison account representatives gathered the data and
provided it to Staff.

There was no automatic way for Edison to gather and report this data to Staff. Edison’s computer
systems were not prepared to provide status reports in adequate detail for Staff’ s purposes. Edison
assigned specific account representatives for each AES, to manually retrieve the data needed for
thisanadysis. Each Edison account rep devel oped a spreadsheet of information for Staff. All three
Spreadsheets were different. MPSC Staff compiled data from the three spreadsheets into one for
the andysisthat is reported here.

> Almost no residential customers have been enrolled, to date, but Staff’ s sample was adjusted to make sure it
included representative numbers of both small secondary and large primary customers.
-15-



Table 3: Criteriafor Initial Sample

Criterion Data for Population & Sample (as of Mid-Oct 2000)

Company Population Sample
Three DTE EM 361 33 (9.1%)
Active Nordic 1050 27 (2.6%)
Suppliers

Quest 173 15 (8.7%)°
Five Stages Acknowledged
IIgnrollment DTE EM 41 !
Process Nordic 25 5

Quest 26 5

Confirmed

DTE EM 161 8

Nordic 305 7

Quest 96 7

Site Ready

DTE EM 64 4

Nordic 1

Quest 51 3

Scheduled

DTE EM 11 5

Nordic 138 7

Quest 0 0

In Service

DTE EM 81 9

Nordic 581

Quest 0 0

® None of theinitial sample of 15 Quest enrollments had been rejected, so Staff added three more rejected Quest
enrollments for analysis.
-16 -



4.2 Initiating the Enrollment Process

4.2.1 Description & Requirements

The enrollment process begins when an AES submits a customer enrollment form to Edison by one
of two eectronic methods. One method uses enrollment forms on Edison’s supplier Web site. The
other is by dectronic datainterchange (EDI). To participate in ROA, dl AES s must have DE-
approved EDI capability. When the enrollment system was designed, Edison expected AES's
would useits EDI system to submit enrollments in large batches. The Web interface was intended
for individud enrollments or just afew a atime.

Enrollment forms include severd fidds that must be completed in order to avoid rgection. Required
fidds are: the marketer’ s identification; customer account number and name; selection of optiona
back-up service, if goplicable; billing option; meter number; and bid identification induding the bid
round, capacity owner, price, number and class.

Upon receipt of the enrollment form, Edison date and time stamps the form and assgns an
enrollment identifier. The expectation was for Edison to process dl enrollment forms no later than
the end of the next businessday. To proceed to “Acknowledged” gtatus, al required fields must be
filled in with data that passes ample vdidity checks.

At this stage, Edison sends an electronic receipt to the AES indicating one of three conditions: (1)
one or more required fieldsisincomplete, and therefore the enrollment is rgjected; (2) one or more
fidds containsinvaid data, and therefore the enrollment is rgjected; or (3) dl required fidds are
complete with information in the correct format and the enrollment is placed in Acknowledged
datus. Reaching the Acknowledged stage Ssmply indicates the enrollment form is recelved and has

passed preiminary validation.
4.2.2 Problems Encountered
4.2.1.1 Web Site Not Always Available or Operating Too Slow

One AES reported times when the Web site was down and they could not submit enrollments. DE
tried to notify AES s when the Web site would be closed down for planned maintenance, by placing
an announcement on the Web ste in advance. Also, it was reported that Edison’s Web Ste gets
bogged down when more than afew users accessit at once. Edison indicated its Web capacity
was designed to handle severa smultaneous users, but plans did not account for Edison’s internd
use of the system. It gppears that Edison use of the system is substantid. Web capacity may have
to be increased sgnificantly for the Web-based enrollment system to serve large numbers of AES's
and customers.

4.2.1.2 EDI Sysem

AES sreported to Staff that Edison’s EDI system was not fully functional until August 2000.
-17 -



4.3 Acknowledged Status

4.3.1 Description & Requirements

Once it has been determined that an enrollment request contains dl the requisite data, it movesto
thisfirg of five gagesin the enrollment process. This stage involves confirming the meter number,
account number and customer name. Edison also checks to make sure the customer does not have
apast-due balance. Customers with past-due baances are not digible to begin taking ROA service
until al past-due amounts have been paid. At this stage in the process Edison verifies the enrolled
capacity matches a specific winning bid from the phase-in bid process.

Before an enrollment request can be moved to the next stage, cdled “ Confirmed,” Edison verifies
whether the customer identification is accurate and the customer account is properly entered into the
company’s hilling sysem.

Edison’s concurrent use of three different computerized billing systems resulted in some difficulties
with customer migration to the ROA program. Table 4 (p. 19) shows basic information about the
three different customer account and billing systems Edison has been using during the transition to
ROA.

Edison’ s hilling system prior to ROA, its so-cdled “legacy system,” is Customer Information
System (CIS). Inpreparation for ROA, in 1998 Edison began to develop and implement a new
computerized information and billing system.

The billing system Edison is currently using for ROA customersis Key Customer System (KCS).
Edison has used KCS for about seven yearsfor itslarge commercid and indudtrid customers.
Ultimately, it isintended only for those classes of customers. During the phase-in or trandtion
period, however, Edison uses KCSfor al ROA customers, while work is completed on athird,
new system, Customer Service & Billing (CSB). CSB isto be capable of handling dl ROA hillings
by January 2002.

When AES s began to enroll customers, CSB was dready being used in the Thumb Area and
Macomb County. By the end of November 2000, Edison completely phased-out CIS and
converted al customer accountsto CSB. In the early stages of ROA enrollments, however,
customers whose account information was in CIS could not be switched to ROA until their account
information was transferred to KCS.  Edison’s procedure in this event was to make afina meter
reading on CIS and then transfer the account to KCS.

When it firgt sarted to enroll customers, Edison did not have a mechaniam in its management
information system to identify the reasons why enrollments remained in the Acknowledged stage.
After it became clear that some enrollments were getting stuck in the Acknowledged stage, Edison
added and began reporting codes for “Valid” and “No Hold”.
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Table 4: Edison’s Three Different Customer Information and Billing Systems

SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
NAME

CIS “Legacy” system. Customers whose account information existed in CIS
could not start ROA service until their account was transferred over into

KCS. To make that change, Edison required manual account validation
and a final, actual meter reading.

CSB New Customer Service and Billing system. Customers whose accounts
were already entered into CSB could switch immediately to ROA, after
automated account validation.

KCS Currently used for large primary customers only. This system was
chosen to be the billing engine for all ROA customers until CSB could be
upgraded. Customers whose accounts were already entered into KCS
system could switch immediately to ROA.

This practice essentially split the Acknowledged status into two different procedures. A manua
validation process was used for customers whaose account information resided in CIS. Edison
vaidated their account and meter numbers, verified that payments were current and checked to
make sure the last meter reading was not estimated.

“Vdid” status meant the enrollment was for an account residing in KCS or CSB. In those cases,
the validation process was automated. For large customers that already had appropriate metering
and telecommuni cations equipment, the final meter reading could be done any day with the rest of
the acknowledgement process completed within afew business days.

“No Hold” status meant the manual vaidation process was completed, and the account was being
converted to KCS, prior to moving to the Confirmed status. Once a customer’ s account
information had been validated, Edison expected it would take anywhere from 5 to 30 daysto
complete the move to KCS, depending on the customer’ s regular meter reading and billing cycle

4.3.2 Daafrom Enroliments and Sample

All 75 enrollments in the sample were processed within about a 24-hour period. They were
acknowledged on the same day they were received or the following business day, except for four
that were regjected a this stage. One was rejected because there was insufficient capacity remaining
on the associated bid. One was for a past due balance. Another occurred because the customer
had only estimated meter readings for about 7 months. Findly, acustomer was rejected because
the enrollment was submitted with aletter “O” in the account number, where anumera “0” should
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have been. Subsequently, re-enrollments for two of these same customers were rejected when a
second reason for their regjection was discovered.

Six cases in the sample had not progressed from the Acknowledged status at the time of the review.
Those cases had been in Acknowledged status for an average of 59 days, with arange from 30 to
79 days.

4.3.3 Problems Encountered

4.3.3.1 Communications Regarding Reections

A problem reported by an AES is that the most common reason Edison givesfor rgecting
enrollmentsis*Other”. For each rgection notice coded “ Other,” the AES said it must contact
Edison to determine the reason.

4.3.3.2 Mismatches of Customer Identification Information

Many reections occur because customers and AES s have difficulties finding and reporting the
exact customer name, address, and account number. In most cases this required informetion
appears on the customer’ s most recent bill, but it is on the portion the customer sends to Edison
with payment. Thus, the information needed to enroll may not be readily available.

After it became apparent that there were frequent problems with these data resulting in rejections,
Edison relaxed its requirements. Instead of requiring a complete, exact match, Edison accepted
some variation in names and addresses as long as the given account number matched. That helped
reduce rgjections, but did not diminate the problem. Edison believed theinitia policy would

prevent damming.” Public Act 141 of 2000, with anti-damming provisons and pendltiesin Sections
10(a)3 and 10(c)2-3, dleviated this concern.

Some rejections apparently occurred because Edison was in the process of switching customers
from one billing system to another. Edison had assigned a new account number in CSB, but the
customer was hot yet aware of the new number. Rejections also occurred due to address
mismatches because an eectric meter had been moved or Edison had assigned a new address and
number, even though ameter had not been moved. A new address and number was assigned, but
the customer billing data had not been updated to reflect that change. A customer could submit
basic information about its account obtained directly from the most recent bill, only to have
information mismatches gppear due to no fault of the customer.

4.3.3.3 Unwarranted Rgectionsfor Past Due Bills

Reections have occurred because customers were identified as having past due balances. One
AES reported to Staff that in some cases this resulted becauise Edison had estimated meter readings

" Slammi ng is the practice of switching a consumer’s utility service without the customer’s permission.
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for as many as seven consecutive months and the customers withheld payment pending an actud
meter read.

4.3.3.4 Accountsin “Wrong” Billing System

Edison had designed its enrollment system to serve customers whaose account information resided in
KCS. That was based on the expectation that large customers would be the firgt to participate in
ROA Program, with those accounts aready residing in KCS. Edison bdlieved it could develop and
implement CSB in time to enrall large numbers of smdler customers.

What actualy happened was quite different from Edison’s expectation. Many of Edison’s largest
customers were dready being served on specid contracts or smilar low rates compared to current
market prices, resulting in very few of the larger customers opting for ROA. In the early stages of
ROA, aggregating large numbers of smaller customers appears to have been the favored approach
to participation in the program.

The rather large influx of smaller customers meant that Edison needed to process more enrollments
than expected for customer accounts that resded in CIS. This processing necessitated a greet dedl
of manud intervention in the vaidation process. Edison had indicated to AES son its supplier Web
Ste that these manud account validations and conversons would take 5 days. In practice
validations and conversions were taking 15 days or more. Further delays occurred dueto an
Edison policy not to convert accounts from CIS to KCS within 3 days before or after the scheduled
meter read date.

4.3.3.5 Invdid Bid Information

In afew instances, enrollments were regjected for reasons related to capacity entitlements. One type
occurred when the customer and bid class did not match. This happened because customers were
not dways aware of the class of service they receive. This problem was aso identified in some
cases when Edison vaidated meters (see Section 4.4.3.3, p. 25).

Another type of rgection occurred if abid-holder attempted to activate alower-priced bid prior to
ahigher-priced bid. InaMarch 14, 2000, Order in Case No. U-11290 (p. 4), the Commission
determined that a holder of capacity through multiple bids must proceed from their highest priced
bid to the lowest, asthey begin to enroll and serve customers. Staff identified one circumstance
where an enrollment was delayed because the enrollment was submitted with abid number of a
lower bid in amultiple bid stuation. Asit turned out, the capacity holder sold higher priced bidsto
an associate in order to activate the lower priced bid, but the capacity transfer had not been
recorded in Edison’ s information system at the time the enrollment was received. Thus, the
enrollment turned out to be legitimate but was not immediately acknowledged as such by Edison.
An aggregator had identified a method to “game’ the system. Firdt, it deactivated higher priced
bids through a bid capacity sdeto an associate. Then, asit utilized lower priced bid capacity it
“reactivated” higher bids by repurchasing them.
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A third type of problem occurred if Edison determined that the bid capacity was not sufficient to
serve the matching enrollments. At least in some instances, this problem occurred because of long
lead timesinvolved in the activities preceding enrollment. Customers and AES s determined
capacity needs perhaps severa months prior to when they placed bids, were avarded capacity and
then began the enrollment process. For example, phase-one bids were submitted in September
1999 and matching enrollments might not have been submitted until afull yeer later. Inthe
meantime, Edison reflected any customer’s higher peak demand in their required ROA Didtribution
Contract Capacity.®

8 The Commiission determined in its March 8, 1999 Order in Case No. U-11452 that ROA Distribution Contract
Capacity for existing Edison customers would be “ set at their highest 30-minute integrated demand created
during the previous 12 hilling months...[and] not decrease...unless there is a specific permanent reduction in
connected load” (see Edison Retail Access Service Tariff, sections 6.2 and 6.3).
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4.4 Confirmed Status

4.4.1 Description & Requirements

When dl required vaidation checks in the Acknowledged stage have been satisfactorily completed
and the account has been converted to KCS the status changes to Confirmed. In the Confirmed
stage, the customer Ste is checked to verify the necessary metering and telecommunications systems
areinplace. Confirmed status triggers an order for a Site viit to determine metering requirements.
The field work congigts of three stages: (1) the initid “pre-flight visit” by Edison to check meter and
phone line gatus; (2) phone line ingalation, if needed, which is the customer’s respongiility; and

(3) asecond site vigt by Edison to ingtdl the meter and confirm phone line operation. Alsointhe
Confirmed stage, Edison completes service requests to verify the match-up of the transmisson point
of ddlivery (pod), sink code in the OASIS’ system, and meter. Once these steps are satisfactorily
completed, the enrollment proceeds to “ Site Ready” status.

4.4.2 Daafrom Sample

Of the 75 customers in the reviewed sample, 68 had progressed at least to Confirmed status. Five
of the 68 did not have data available to indicate the time spent in Confirmed status. Three of those
five moved into Ste Ready statusimmediately, once it was verified that they were sngle-phase
meter customers. The other two had data reported for subsequent steps, but apparently Edison
was unable to determine when their status changed from Confirmed to Site Ready.

Of the remaining 63 customers that had progressed at least through Confirmed status,

Figure 5 (p. 24) shows the time to be confirmed and move on to the next step. Nineteen of the
sample moved in just oneday. Eleven moremoved in 2 to 10 days. Generaly, the fast processing
times occurred when meters did not need to be changed and phone lines, if needed, were aready
ingaled by theinitia Edison Ste visit. Fourteen moved in 11 to 20 days. Ten moved in 21 to 30
days. Eight took 31 to 60 days to be confirmed, and one took 70 days.

4.4.3 Problems Encountered

44.3.1 Accessto Meters

Some customers were not aware of the enrollment process and the process’ requirements for site
vidgts. When Edison arrived on Site, some customers were not even aware that Edison was coming.
On more than one occasion Edison was turned away by occupants or could not obtain accessto
meters because the customers' appropriate facilities staff were not present.

*oASIS (Open Access Same-Time Information System) is an electronic communications system for transmission
access data. Transmission owners post dataon OASIS about their available transmission capacity (ATC),
pricing, etc. Existing and potential wholesale customers can access OASISto view the data and place orders to
reserve ATC.
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At least some of these cases resulted from communications failures between AES s and customers
or aggregators and customers. For example, there were some cases where customers had not
received any notification from their aggregators or AES sthat ther facilities had been selected to
participate in ROA, and Edison was turned away when it showed up unannounced. On the other
hand, Edison must assume some responsbility for scheduling Site vigts at times when there will be
access to meter facilities.

4.4.3.2 TdephoneLines

Another reason for delays has been scheduling telephone line inddlations. Ameritech was
responsible for significant delays during this time frane® Some customers resorted to hiring
independent tel ephone technicians to complete required telephone wiring, but when new telephone
lines were required, they either had to rely on Ameritech or subgtitute cdlular or other wirdess
sarvice. Some AES s sarted to use wireless options, at least temporarily, to complete enrollments.

Another problem was telephone line ingdlations that did not meet al of Edison’s requirements.

Figure5: Daysto Complete Confirmed Statusfor Customersin Review Sample

Number of Customers
=
o
l
|

19 The Commission issued press releases on September 7 and September 29, 2000, regarding ongoing problems
with Ameritech service quality, and opened contested case hearings in Cases Nos. U-12598 and U-12599 (see
http://cis.state.mi.us/mpsc/orders/press).
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4.4.3.3 Incorrect Meter Type (Single or 3-Phase)

In at least a haf dozen of the enrollments in Staff’ s sample, there was confusion about what type of
meter was present at a particular customer location. In some cases, AES s bdlieved a 3-phase
meter was present when it was single-phase, or vice versa. That lack of accurate information can
upset the enrollment process because it may affect the class of service and whether atelephoneline

is necessary. Also, in some instances customers had more than one meter but the AES was avare
of only one.
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45 Site Ready

45.1 Destription & Reguirements

Once the enrollment has been confirmed and placed in Site Ready Status, progress depends on
AES actions. In order to proceed from Site Ready to Scheduled status, the AES must schedule
power supply for the customer through Edison by completing asnk meter link. The“snk” isthe
load where dectricity isused. The snk meter link is accomplished by the AES entering datainto
the OASIS system, indicating the source of power that will serve the customer and by meter
number the location of the customer to be served. Once the AES reports the sink meter link,
Edison mugt verify its billing system is correctly monitoring the meter and the account is fully
prepared to be switched to ROA. Edison expects to accomplish that verification within 2 business
days of notification of the snk meter link. No problems have been reported in this step of the
process. It appearsthat delaysin this stage are the result of conscious decisions on the part of
AES s not to complete the required steps faster. Delays, therefore, do not appear to be directly
related to Edison’s performance in implementing this stage of the customer enrollment process.

45.2 Data

Fifty of the sample enrollments had progressed at least asfar as Site Ready datus. Asshownin
Figure 6, many of the customers in the sample moved from Site Ready to Scheduled statusin the
matter of just afew days, but some remained in Site Ready status for 30 days or longer.

Figure 6: Daysto Complete Site Ready Statusfor Customersin Review Sample
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45.3 Problems Encountered

Staff isnot aware of any problems with the sink meter link process, per se. Delaysin this stage
gppear to result from AES or customer decisions not to move forward with the find stepsin the
process. The reasons reported to Staff are only indirectly related to Edison’s customer enrollment
process. Generdly, the longer the enrollment process takes, the greater the chance for customersto
have second thoughts about ROA.

45.3.1 Lack of Avalable Transmisson Capacity (ATC)

Another problem in the start-up of Edison’sROA service isthe lack of firm ATC for reservation in
the summer months. This appears to be the paramount reason for the lack of significant enrollment
activity prior to September 2000. This constraint continues to hamper customer enrollments.

AES s and customers may be ether postponing enrollment entirely or getting to this Site Ready
stage in the process then stopping.

- 27 -



4.6 Scheduled

4.6.1 Description, Requirements and Problems Identified

At this stage of the process, Edison schedules afind meter reading for fully bundled service and a
switch date to ROA. Edison’s practice has been to schedule switch dates at least 10 business days
ater the find meter reading.™* Staff notes that Edison does provide AES s with the meansto
identify each customer’shilling cycle. AES's can use that information to correctly anticipate the
scheduled switch date. The 10-day delay providestime for Edison to notify customers of the
impending switch and give customers an opportunity to rescind the supplier change. This gpproach
can add from 15 to 45 days to the enrollment process, depending on the customer’ s scheduled
meter reading and billing cyde® The AES s notified eectronicaly that &l conditions for a switchin
service have been vdidated, and the customer is dso notified by mail.

This Edison policy may cause AES problemsin two ingtances. Firg, if an AES schedules and pays
for reservations for generation and transmission capabiility and cannot use them because the
customer has not been switched, the AES sfinancid risk may be sgnificant  In addition, AES's
would like to reschedule billing cyclesfor ROA customers, to permit serving customer groups of
their own choosing on dates that they, not Edison, sdect. AES sdam thisflexibility will dlow them
to operate more efficiently, by reserving and filling up larger blocks of power.

Second, AES s want to avoid another sgnificant delay to getting customers switched over to ROA.
Since this process can add another 15-45 days to an dready lengthy process, it may result in
another sgnificant obstacle to customer participation.

Staff understands that ROA 3-phase meters offer remote readings at any time via the telephone line
connected to the meter. Thus, for dl ROA customers with 3-phase meters, Staff believesthe find
meter reading and switches can be completed any time during the billing cycle. Infact, Staff was
informed by an AES that Edison has done thisfor one group of customers, following specid
arrangements. The customer’ s corporate headquarters provided Edison with aletter waiving their
rights to the 10-day rescisson period and Edison rescheduled al of that customer’s participating
fadlitiesinto asingle billing cycle.

Sngle-phase meters cannot be read in this manner. Thus, it will prove more difficult for Edison to
alow customers and AES s optiona meter reading and switch dates. Staff does expect, however,
that some accommodations may be forthcoming to make this a practica option.

! The final meter reading is typically scheduled to coincide with Edison’s regularly scheduled meter
reading date for each customer.

12 |n comparison, Consumers Energy’ s enrollment process provides for customer notice and a 15-day

rescission period, but Consumers will schedule afina meter reading and account switch to ROA at
any time during the customer’ s billing cycle.
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One AES reported a hold-up &t this stage for franchise gpprova from some loca units of
government. Since theissue of franchise approva isnot apart of the enrollment process, Staff
believesit would be inappropriate to attribute any enrollment process deficiencies to the franchising
process.

A fina reason for delay in the Site Ready or Scheduled stages is that some customers have been
reluctant to consummate the move to ROA service. Apparently, some customers are concerned
that higher then anticipated prices or alack of available firm transmission service could place them at
more risk than they would experience as a customer of Edison’s bundled service. This problemis
not areflection of the efficiency of Edison’s enrollment procedures, but it may certainly impact the
time it takes for some customers to complete the process.

4.6.2 Daa

Asshown in Figure 7, the Scheduled step was frequently completed in 10 days or lessfor the
sample of enrollments Staff reviewed. About 25% took more than 60 days for this step to be
completed.

Figure 7: Daysto Complete Scheduled Statusfor Customersin Review Sample
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47 |In Service

4.7.1 Description & Requirements

Edison changes the status of an account from full-service to ROA, on the designated (or scheduled)
switch date. The change to In Service status completes the enrollment process. Staff is not aware
of any additiona problems occurring in this stage of the enrollment process.

4.7.2 Data

Figure 8: Daysto Complete In-Service Status for Customersin Review Sample

Number of Customers
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4.8 Enrollment Process Summary

A large number of smdl customers with Sngle- phase meters that were already in KCS were
processed gart to finish in 20-40 days. On the other hand, the process can take a few months — if
al goeswell, according to plan — if there are needs to change billing accounts, ingtal phone lines and
demand meters, and wait for a 10-day rescission period plus alarge part of abilling cycle prior to
the switch. Edison indicated to Staff that typica enrollments are taking 45 to 75 days, depending on
factors such as:

1 Converting accounts from CISinto KCS, gpproximately 5-15 days,
2. Mesting al metering requirements, 10 or more days,
3. Allowing for arescisson period, 10 days, and

4, Scheduling aswitch date so it coincides with the billing cycle, 0-30 days.

Figure9: Duration of Enrollment Processfor Sampled CustomersIn-Service

Number of Customers
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Figure 10: Duration of Enrollment Processfor Sampled Customers Still Not I n-Service
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5 Summary Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations

In completing thisreview of Edison’s enrollment process, Staff intended to answer severa
questions:

What are the sticking points in the enrollment process, why are problems occurring, and
what has been done to resolve them?

Does the enrollment process work quickly enough to be used for acompletely open
market, beginning in January 20027

Has Edison’ s process showed any favoritiam or specid trestment, ether to specific
customersor AES' s?

Staff’s most important findings concern fourteen specific problem areas identified in this review.
These are summarized in Table 5 (p. 36). In Table 5, Staff has opined possible solutions for each
problem area.

Throughout this investigation, Staff noted that Edison was dmost dwaysimmediatdy prepared with
alogicd, plausble explanation for each and every problem that was identified by Staff. In addition,
there were certainly some problems where the AES s, aggregators, and customers shared

respong bility with Edison for delays. Nevertheless, Staff believes there is aneed for Edison to
utilize its experience to date to implement procedures and methods to enhance and speed up the
enrollment process in anticipation of January 1, 2002.

The following are Staff’ s generd findings, recommendations, and conclusons for Edison’s
enrollment process.

5.1 Saff did not find any evidence of favoritism being provided to specific AES' s or cusomers.

5.2 Some customers were able to arrange for pecia trestment by negotiating directly with
Edison. Staff has no reason to believe that Edison would not offer this same opportunity to
other cussomersor AES's.

5.3 Edison’sautomated and manud management information Systems do not provide sufficiently
detailed information to eadly track and facilitate the progress of enrollments through the
process.

Edison’s systems are not capable of tracking each enrollment through each step in the process. Not
enough information about the processis captured and reported. Thus, when Staff asked Edison to
provide data on the sample, Edison account representatives had to gether it manualy. The system
should provide more detailed information. For example, Edison could tell when the enrollment was
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first submitted and its present status, but not how many days it spent in each stage of the process.
Nor could they tell details about specific reasons for gpplications being regjected or why one might
be stuck in a particular stage.

Even many weeks into this process and well after Edison learned there were serious problems,
Edison il does not have a systematic means of identifying specifically which enrollments are stuck
and whether respongibility for taking steps to move them forward belongs to Edison, the customer
or the AES. It gppears that Edison is only finding out about specific problem cases on an ad hoc
basis as complaints are raised. Thisisinformation the management information system should
automatically provide to Edison staff, and Edison should quickly resolve problemsit can. Edison
should notify AES s and customers when it believes they need to resolve problems, providing clear
and complete directions about how.

5.4 Communication between Edison, AES's, aggregators and customers has not clearly provided
information about process requirements, timelines and equi pment requirements.

Many of the reported problems are smply communications problems involving Edison, AES's,
aggregators and customers. All the parties must share responghbility for communications problems,
but Staff believes Edison must explain requirements better and when problems do occur, quickly
and completely identify and report problems and suggest solutions. In some cases, AES's,
aggregators and customers did not share Edison’s expectations for how long various steps of the
process would teake. Staff believes it would be helpful for Edison to clearly indicate the time frames
it expects for each step of processing.

5.5 Edison’senrollment process completes many separate tasks in seria fashion. Efficiencies
could be gained through paralel processing.

Thisisagenera observation Staff made, which was aso acknowledged by Edison. Edison set up a
system that generdly operates so that each step must be fully completed before the next one begins.
There gppear to be opportunities to refine procedures so that multiple steps take place in pardld.
Similarly, it appears that Edison identifies and communicates enrollment problems one by one, asthe
enrollment worksits way through the process. Staff believesit could be more efficient for Edison to
identify and report multiple problems with an enrollment a once, and then give the AES and
customer ample opportunity to resolve them prior to regjecting the enrollment.

5.6 Edison beievesits processisonly in a gartup and transition phase, but it does not appear to
be capable of efficient and effective handling of even the modest volume of customers
migrating to ROA during the initia phase-in period.

Because of the many delays in the start-up of ROA service in Michigan, Edison had along time to
design, implement and test its enrollment system.  The many difficulties with the firgt 1,700
enrollments suggest that Edison’ s testing was inadequiate, incomplete or both. 1t is disturbing that
Edison did not identify problems and take steps to correct them sooner and more quickly. Staff
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believes Edison could have made much better use of the period between the first round of bidding in
fall 1999 and the firgt gnificant numbers of enrollmentsin summer 2000. Thistime period offered
ample opportunity to: improve communications with AES's, aggregators and customers, thoroughly
test enrollment procedures and systems; identify problems and begin taking steps to resolve them.

Edison has been making some changes and adjusting its procedures. That is the company’s
respong bility and it needs to be done as expeditioudy as possible, but Staff is not convinced that the
changes being made are sufficient.

5.7 Atthispoint intime, Staff believes Edison’s enrollment process must be reworked to make it
sgnificantly faster and more efficient, before it can be considered satisfactory for application
when full competitive arrives, in January 2002.
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Table5:

Summary of Problems | dentified and Staff Recommendations

Problem Identified

Possible Solution

Web Site Not Always Available
and Web Site Operation Too
Slow

Expand Web site capacity as needed to accommodate ROA growth. Make Web site available at
least 95% of the time, and schedule downtime when system is least likely to be needed and used.

EDI System

Utilities and AES’s should work together to try to achieve consensus on a single EDI standard or
EDlI-like standard for use throughout Michigan.

Communications Regarding
Rejections

Edison should ensure enroliments can be tracked while being processed. All enrollments should be
acknowledged in a timely manner, possibly within 24 hours. Reasons for rejections should be
provided to AES’s quickly and clearly.

Mismatches of Customer
Identification Information

Edison should explore not rejecting enroliments for mismatches and should investigate and resolve
guestions quickly. Identification problems should be explained and rectified within two business
days.

Unwarranted Rejections for
Past Due Bills

Rather than rejecting enrollments for payment issues, Edison should suspend processing until the
matter can be investigated. The suspension should be for a specified short period of time.

Accounts in “Wrong” Billing
System

This problem must be completely resolved by Edison’s late-November change to CSB.

Invalid Bid Information

Rather than rejecting enroliments for invalid bids, Edison should suspend processing until the
matter can be investigated. The suspension should be for a specified short period of time.

Access to Meters

AES'’s, aggregators, customers and Edison must schedule site visits to facilitate access.

Telephone Lines

Phone line installation is an AES & customer responsibility. Clear and complete instructions
should be available. When problems occur, timely notification should take place which clearly
identifies required solutions.

Incorrect Meter Type

Edison should help customers and AES's identify meter type. If meter type problems occur,
Edison should communicate them to AES and customer within one business day.

Switch Date Delays

Edison should complete switches in a prescribed time period, once the AES and customer are
ready. Billing cycle and switch date flexibility should enhance the timelines of the total process.
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