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I.
INTRODUCTION


The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (“PUCO” or “the Commission”) invited interested persons to file comments and reply comments concerning proposed rule changes in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10.
  These rules concern the minimum service and safety standards that the Ohio electric utilities are required to provide Ohio residential customers.  The PUCO is statutorily obligated to promulgate rules that specify the minimum service quality, safety, and reliability requirements concerning the supply of electric service in the state.
  These rules serve a critical purpose in helping promote the state policy for ensuring that consumers have adequate, reliable, safe, and efficient electric service.
  


Initial comments were filed by several parties including the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (“OCC”) on January 7, 2012.  OCC welcomes the opportunity to file these reply comments on behalf of all residential electric consumers in the state of Ohio.  The PUCO should adopt the recommendations in OCC’s comments and reply comments, toward the result of better service quality, safety, and reliability for Ohio residential electric consumers.
  

II.
SPECIFIC REPLY Comments 

4901:1-10-01
Definitions.

Ohio Edison Company, The Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company, and The Toledo Edison Company (collectively, “FirstEnergy”) recommended that the Commission broaden the definition of postmark which currently includes the data imprinted on mail to include any imprinted date on any document, bill, notice, or piece of mail that records the date the item is mailed.
  FirstEnergy claims that hundreds of thousands of dollars can be saved annually by mailing documents through bulk mail rather than through regular mail.
  However, the postmark for bulk mail is generally not made on the envelope itself.  

OCC encourages and supports the identification of cost saving measures; however, many of the consumer protections in the Commission’s rules are based on consumers taking action within a pre-determined number of days based on the postmark on the mail.  For example, according to the PUCO Staff proposed rule Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-22(B)(10), the due date for residential customer bills is fourteen days from the date of the postmark.
  Bills that are not paid by the due date can be subject to utility credit and collection policies and practices and potential for additional late payment charges.
     In addition, Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-29(F)(1)(c) provides customers seven days from the postmark date on the notice to contact the Utility to advise that a change in CRES provider was not requested by the customer.  

The U.S. Postal Service has a 2-3 day delivery time for First Class Mail.
 However, bulk mail has a delivery time of five days.
  

Therefore, consumers will lose at least two days to respond to notices or to pay bills if the Utility sends documents, notices, and bills using bulk mail. Also, the lack of a postmark can diminish accountability for ensuring that providers are complying with the PUCO’s rule for customers’ time to pay bills and rescinding contracts.   These impositions on consumers are concerning because customers need sufficient time to plan and arrange for the payment of bills by the due date or to notify the electric Utility that a change in supplier was not authorized.  Therefore, the Commission should reject the proposal by FirstEnergy to amend the definition of postmark.  If the proposal is accepted,, the Commission should review all rules where consumer action is based on a set amount of time from the postmark date and increase the amount of time that consumers have to respond accordingly.   

AEP Ohio recommended that the definition of “major event” be updated to reflect the current Institute Electric and Electronic Engineers (“IEEE”) methodology in standards 1366-2012 rather than the 2003 version.
  Major event days result in outage data that is excluded when considering the reliability performance standards of the electric utilities.  OCC is not opposed to a purely clerical change that uses a more current reference for major event standards if the 2012 version does not result in more major event exclusions than supported using the 2003 version of the standard.  Consistent industry reporting of electric outage information over time is necessary to support the analysis of reliability performance and to ensure that the electric distribution systems are complying with Commission reliability standards.    

OCC recommends that the Commission investigate the differences between the 2003 and 2012 versions of the IEEE standards prior to accepting the AEP Ohio recommendation.  IEEE is a trade association of technical professionals focused on establishing uniformity in the development of distribution service reliability, identifying factors affecting the indices, and enable consistent reporting of data.  But that is not necessarily a focus on what is best for Ohio consumers if the standards negatively affect the reliability performance or the costs associated with providing service.   

4901:1-10-05
Metering.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-05(I)(1) requires each electric utility to make a reasonable attempt to read each meter each billing period.  FirstEnergy recommends that the Commission amend the rule to require the Utility to make reasonable attempts to read each meter every other month.
  FirstEnergy claims that this change will provide more flexibility to electric utilities to address situations like severe storms and other significant events impacting the system.
  However, customers have the right to be billed accurately and to receive bills on a monthly basis.
 If the Utility does not read the meter on a monthly basis, the bill for that month will be based upon an estimate of the electric usage that the Utility assumes that customers used for the month.  These estimates are almost certain to be in error because there are countless customer-specific factors that influence the actual monthly electric usage.  In addition, actual meter reads are crucial on a monthly basis to ensure that customers are billed accurately when they are switching CRES providers.  The actual switching dates for customers coincide with the Utility billing periods.   

OCC advocated for additional consumer protections by recommending that electric utilities attempt to read each meter each billing period, but be required to obtain an actual reading a minimum of four times per year.
  The needs of customers to be billed accurately on a monthly basis far outweigh the flexibility that FirstEnergy is seeking to accomplish by reducing meter reading standards. 

4901:1-10-07
Outage Reports.


AEP Ohio provided comments concerning a web-based outage reporting system that has been tested with the PUCO Staff to modernize the reporting of outages.
  AEP Ohio sought assurance that expensive updates will not be made in the system design to accommodate format changes prescribed by the outage coordinator without assurance of cost recovery.
  

OCC recommended improvements in the outage reporting requirements including the provision for outage reports being provided directly to the OCC.
 In addition to this recommendation, OCC encourages the Commission to sponsor a workshop with the industry and interested stakeholders to discuss the AEP Ohio outage reporting system, format of the outage reports, and ways to cost effectively make the outage reports available to the PUCO and the OCC.  However, the Commission should not adopt a rule that guarantees cost recovery.

4901:1-10-09 
Minimum Customer Service Levels.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-09(A) and (B) establish customer service benchmarks concerning the percentage of service installations that must be completed within established periods of time and required answer times for customer calls to the Utility call centers.  Currently the electric utilities are required to provide reports to the PUCO when they have failed to meet the monthly benchmarks for any two months in a twelve month period and include remedial actions being taken to address the issues.
  

DP&L recommends that the Commission change the monthly benchmarks to annual benchmarks to help address seasonal and regulatory driven variances in call center volume.
  However, relying on reporting that is based on annual targets as opposed to monthly targets can result in a degradation of service for customers—and consumer protection should be the focus of this case.  The legislature has mandated that the Commission establish minimum service quality requirements for the electric utilities in the state.

DP&L has provided no support for reducing the customer service standards that it must currently fulfill.  For example, DP&L mentioned variances in call volume based on seasonal and changes in regulatory programs like Percentage Income Payment Plan (PIPP) or the Commission winter reconnection order having an impact on the number of calls.
  However, the Commission has issued a winter reconnection order every year for over the last twenty-five years.  Therefore, DP&L can predict the monthly call volume during these seasonal events to ensure that sufficient resources are on hand to answer customer calls while also meeting the benchmark standards imposed by the Commission.

OCC recommends that the Commission reject DP&L’s recommendation which could result in reduced customer service standards.  After all, DP&L should thrive to provide the best possible service for customers including answering phone calls to the Utility.  If the Utility is unable to answer phone calls within ninety seconds on-average for two months out of twelve, the Commission Staff should be informed and actively involved in addressing the issue.

In a related customer service topic, OCC earlier recommended that the Commission amend the current rules to include requirements for periodic customer satisfaction surveys to be conducted by the electric utilities.
  Customer satisfaction surveys can provide important insight to the Commission and other stakeholders about customers’ perceptions of their electric service and satisfaction with the level of service being provided.  OCC strongly recommends that the Commission implement this requirement. 
4901:1-10-10 
Distribution System Reliability.
Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke) and DP&L commented in support of the PUCO Staff‘s proposal to exclude the use of the customer perception survey as a measure of the economic impact that disruptions have on consumers.
  However, while measuring the economic impact of outages can be difficult, the reality is that customers do experience economic impacts as a result of electric outages.  As the Commission considers the reasonableness of reliability standards, the impact that outages impose on consumers should also be considered. Unlike the electric utilities that can request separate recovery of costs related to major outages from their customers, residential customers typically have no ability to recover their losses.  The Commission should reject the PUCO Staff’s proposed amendment that would no longer require electric utilities to measure economic impact of disruptions on consumers.  Residential customers experience financial losses during sustained outages that should be considered by the Commission in considering the reliability standards.  

4901:1-10-11​
Distribution Circuit Performance.
The PUCO Staff proposed an amendment in rule Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-11(F) that requires electric utilities to take sufficient remedial action (for protecting customers) to ensure that a circuit listed on the eight percent worst performing circuit list is removed from that list within the next two years.  The PUCO’s rules require the electric utilities to report the reliability performance of the eight percent worse performing circuits to the PUCO on annual basis.
  

DP&L recommended that the proposed rule should be amended to include the words “for the same cause.”
  DP&L reasons that the appearance of a circuit on the worst performing list could be attributed to different causes where some causes are outside the control of the Utility.

The DP&L recommendation seems to disregard the poor service quality that is being experienced by customers who are receiving electricity by circuits that are listed on the eight percent worst performing circuits.  These customers do not know or care if the outage was “for the same cause” or for different causes.  Customers care that they lost electric service.  Considering that these customers would have experienced the worst performing service quality for three years to even be listed on the report, the Commission should not accept such a rule change that diminishes protection for customers in this unfortunate circumstance. The Commission should reject DP&L’s recommendation. 

OCC commented earlier that electric utilities should be required to prioritize the necessary improvements of the worst performing circuits on an annual basis so that no circuit would be listed on the report for two consecutive years.
  The policies of the state provide customers with clear rights to be provided with reliable electric service.
 Accordingly, the Commission should adopt OCC’s recommendation.

4901:1-10-12 
Provision of Customer Rights and Obligations.
Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-12 requires each electric utility to provide new customers, upon application for service, and existing customers upon request, a written summary of their rights and obligations pertaining to electric service.  AEP Ohio has proposed that only customers who are new to the utility be provided a copy of the customer rights and obligations document.
  FirstEnergy proposes that, as a cost savings measure, the rule should be amended so that customers are directed to the Utility website where a phone number would be provided that customers could call to request a copy of the document.
  

In the initial comments, OCC commented about the importance of the customer rights and obligations document to enable customers to understand their rights as electric utility consumers.
 This is especially important concerning the privacy protections that customers are only going to know about by reviewing the customer rights and obligations document.   And OCC recommended that the Commission require the electric utilities to provide a written summary of these important rights in an annual bill summary in addition to all other requirements in the rule. 

The Commission should expand the opportunities that residential consumers have to become educated about their rights instead of limiting those opportunities.  Accordingly, OCC’s proposed amendments should be adopted and AEP Ohio’s and FirstEnergy’s proposals should be rejected.

The PUCO Staff proposed an amendment in customer privacy rights concerning the disclosure of customer energy usage data.
  In general, the PUCO Staff proposed rule prohibits electric utilities from disclosing customer energy usage data without customers written consent except for the purposes of: 1.) Utility credit and collection activities, 2.) participation in low-income programs, 3.) government aggregation, 4.) the operative functions in supplying CRES, and 5.) the reasonable sharing of de-identified energy usage data.  In its Comments, OCC questioned why the Commission would permit energy usage data to be disclosed without customer consent for many of the purposes described above including credit and collection activities.
  

AEP Ohio commented that customer information is currently provided to various contractors and vendors.
  Duke Energy recommended that the information on the pre-enrollment list that is currently provided to CRES providers be added to the list requiring no customer consent.
  FirstEnergy sought clarification on the “operative functions” of supplying CRES.
  DP&L suggests that verbal disclosure be permitted rather than written consent.
  Opower recommends that Utilities should be able to share customer energy data with their contractors without consent.
  However, OCC asserts that a contractual relationship between a contractor and Utility should not provide blanket authority itself for releasing customer energy usage data without customer consent.  The nature of the contract and the need for customer energy usage data must be evaluated based on the potential privacy impact that disclosure may have on consumers. 

In Case No. 11-277-GE-UNC, extensive comments were provided by a number of interested parties, including the OCC, that addressed concerns with the privacy risks that are associated with disclosure of customer energy usage data.   There are privacy concerns with the detailed customer energy usage information that Utilities can collect with advanced metering infrastructure (“AMI”) or Smart Meters. Given the potential problems that consumers can experience as a result of privacy violations,  OCC recommends that further evaluation is required by the Commission  to ensure the sufficiency of privacy protections before adoption of the Staff‘s proposed rules in Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-12(F)(3) and Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-24(E)(3).  In concluding the 11-277-GE-EL-UNC case, the Commission ordered:

That Staff form a proposal for Commission action with respect to consumer privacy protection and customer data access issues, as well as a proposal regarding cyber security issues, and file such proposed action plans in new dockets. 

The Commission should not adopt rules that put customer privacy at risk.  OCC recommends that the Commission order the PUCO Staff to initiate additional dialogue with interested stakeholders to further evaluate the privacy protections needed in these rules.  This dialogue must also include how to inform existing and future customers about their rights as electric customers in protecting privacy.  

4901:1-10-14
Establishment of Credit for Applicants and Customers.

The PUCO Staff proposed new rules, Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-14(C)(1)(a) and (C )(1)(b), that address requests for social security numbers.  According to the PUCO Staff’s proposal, electric utilities may request an applicant’s social security number but electric utilities may not refuse to provide service if the customer declines the utilities’ request for a social security number.  

DP&L opposes the consideration of an applicant’s employer and length of service, reference letters and substantive credit cards in determining creditworthiness.
  DP&L claimed that it uses the social security number as an identifier as well as a fraud detector through a third-party verification system.
  OCC reiterates its initial comments that electric utilities have an exclusive right and obligation to serve customers in their certified territories.
  DP&L and the other electric utilities must be required to make available for customers multiple ways to demonstrate financial responsibility, as a condition for obtaining service, that do not involve providing a social security number.
  

Customers are routinely urged to protect their identity including limiting use of their social security number.  However, the PUCO’s rules set forth a process where the social security number may be requested even though it is not needed to establish service.  Even worse, Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-12(F)(2) enables the electric utilities to then disclose the social security number to others without customer consent.   

The Commission should reject the PUCO Staff’s proposed rule and instead establish several options available to customers to demonstrate creditworthiness.  These options include being a freeholder of property, securing a guarantor, or making a deposit, if the customer does not want to disclose his/her social security number.
 

DP&L recommends that the deposit amounts be raised to 200 percent of the average monthly customer bill to maintain consistency with the 60-day supply of service that is required by guarantors.
  DP&L also opposed the 3 percent interest rate being paid on deposits given the interest rates available today.
  However, the requirements concerning the amount of deposits and the rates paid on deposits are established by statute.  Specifically, Ohio Revised Code 4933.17(B) states:

In case no such security can be furnished, a deposit not exceeding an amount sufficient to cover an estimate of the monthly average of the annual consumption by such customer plus thirty percent may be required, upon which deposit interest at the rate of not less than three percent per annum shall be allowed and paid to the consumer, provided it remains on deposit for six consecutive months. (Emphasis added.)

Accordingly, the Commission must reject DP&L’s proposed amendments because they are contrary to Ohio law. 

4901:1-10-22
Electric Utility Customer Billing and Payments.
Duke recommends that beginning and ending meter reads (as required by Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-22(B)(8)(a) and (b)) not be required for those customer’s meters that are served with smart meter technology.
  Duke claims that the usage data customers receive with smart meters is more inclusive and therefore beginning and ending meter reads are not necessary because customers can monitor usage on a more frequent basis.
  OCC recommends that given the relatively small number of smart meters installed statewide, the beginning and ending meter reads for the billing period should be provided to all customers on their bill.  Moreover, the start and end dates for the billing period are helpful information for consumers.  The advent of smart meters should not be used to diminish the convenience of information for consumers.

4901:1-10-24
Customer Safeguards and Information.

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-24(F)(5) includes requirements that electric utilities are required to inform customers about the right to prevent their name, address, and electric usage information from being provided to CRES providers on the eligible customer list.  First Energy Solutions (“FES”) recommended that the disclosure language concerning this important right also state “This could exclude you from receiving savings offers from competitive electric service providers.”
  However, given that most of the offers provided by CRES providers do not guarantee savings, the inclusion of this language on the “opt-off” notice could be false and misleading.  OCC recommends that the Commission reject FES’ proposal. 

Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-24(G) requires electric utilities to update and maintain lists of CRES providers who are actively seeking residential customers and to provide such lists to all customers on a quarterly basis, applicants for new service, and any customer upon request.  DP&L commented that the rule should be amended to require electric utilities to disclose CRES provider lists on the Utility website or provide such lists to all customers quarterly, applicants for new service, and all customers upon request.
  

OCC is concerned that the disclosure of CRES provider lists only on the Utility website is inadequate to inform customers about the availability of CRES providers.  Some customers do not have access to the internet or the time to obtain information from the Utility websites.  Therefore, the Commission should require electric utilities to disclose lists of CRES providers on their websites and require the lists be provided to all customers on a quarterly basis, all applicants for new service, and all customers upon request.   

4901:1-10-28
Net Metering.
A.
OCC reaffirms its original comments supporting Third-Party Owned Systems participating in net-metering.
A number of parties, including OCC, support the intent of the proposed rules concerning the definition of a customer generator.
  The Interstate Renewable Energy Council, Inc. (IREC) in its comments refines the leasing language in the proposed rule to read as follows:

“Customer Generator” shall have the meaning set forth in section 4928.01(A)(29) of the Revised Code. A customer that hosts or leases generation equipment on its premises is considered a customer-generator, including arrangements where the customer leases the generation equipment or enters into a contractual agreement with a third party that will own and operate the generation equipment for the customer’s benefit.

OCC supports this language in clarifying that a host customer may engage in net metering while entering into a power purchase agreement with a third-party owner.  As pointed out by the Solar Advocates, “third-party-owned residential PV systems continue to far outnumber direct purchases by homeowners in mature [solar] markets.”

B.
The Commission should adopt an indefinite rollover provision (as proposed by some parties) because it has merit in that it is easy to manage, and obviates the issue of what dollar amount should be credited to a customer generator who overproduces during any period.

In its initial comments OCC recommended that the 120 percent of annual load threshold be used once at the time of the customer net-metering application (meaning that a cumbersome annual net-metering customer load re-calculation process is not necessary).
   Many parties commented on this provision of the proposed rules.  Some argued that 120% gives a customer generator too much latitude in sizing their systems.
   Others commented that 120% is too strict especially as Ohio moves toward “Net Zero Energy Homes.”
  IREC indicates that Maryland has instituted a 200% standard.
   DP&L proposes its own reformulation of the rule proposal at 110%.
  FirstEnergy indicates that the 120% ceiling is unnecessary.
  If the Commission decides to adopt a standard, OCC maintains that a one-time determination at the time of a net-metering application at 120% is reasonable and easier to manage.
  If the Commission adopts an annual determination, then OCC would recommend the 200% standard used in Maryland to better handle the vicissitudes of customer annual usage.  

However, a number of parties have demonstrated that an indefinite rollover of kWh credits renders the customer generator sizing issue moot by obviating the need to credit customers back any monetary quantities.
   IREC also makes a persuasive legal argument that such a crediting system for customer generators who overproduce does not violate the Ohio Supreme Court order in FirstEnergy Corp. v. Pub. Utils. Comm’n of Ohio, 95 Ohio St. 3d 401 (Ohio 2002).
 

OCC maintains that adopting an indefinite rollover provision that is the practice in 38 states would also simplify the issue (addressed later) of what monetary amount should be paid for the excess kWh since the utility would not have to pay a monetary credit for any excess kWh’s produced by a customer generator.
 Accordingly, the Commission should adopt an indefinite rollover provision.

C.
An indefinite rollover makes the three-year average calculation unnecessary for residential customers.

An indefinite rollover (where customers have little incentive to oversize their systems since continual excess generation would lead to perpetual unused credits) makes a three-year average calculation (a calculation to determine whether a customer is an excess generator) unnecessary for residential customers. DP&L argues that “utilities should not have the burden of predicting [a customer’s] consumption” in cases where there is no prior consumption.
  OMAEG disagrees with using the average amount of electricity consumed annually by the customer-generator over the previous three years as a base of that customer’s electricity requirement because it does not reflect real world conditions.  OMAEG recommends using the peak 12-month consumption period from previous five years for manufacturing facilities.
  

The Commission should adopt an indefinite rollover.  If the Commission adopts an indefinite rollover, then it would provide utilities relief from having to estimate customer consumption in cases of new or recently inhabited residences or the determination of non-residential consumption.
  

D.
If an indefinite rollover is not adopted by the Commission, then customers should be refunded what they pay for generation, including all energy, capacity and ancillary services charges, whether that be determined through an electric security plan, market rate option, or the CRES rate.

Many language modifications, including one from OCC, concerning what is the appropriate remuneration of a customer generator’s excess generation were filed.  It appears that adopting an indefinite rollover regime in Ohio would simplify in an apparently legal manner what a customer is credited for any excess kWh produced.  The customer would simply be able to rollover those excess kWh, meaning the excess kWh would never be monetized.   

If the Commission rejects the indefinite rollover mechanism, then customers should then be refunded what they pay for generation, including all energy, capacity and ancillary services charges, whether those charges are determined through an electric security plan, market rate option, or the CRES rate.

E.
The proposed definition of a “customer-generator’s premises” that includes contiguous properties is reasonable.

The proposed definition of a “customer-generator’s premises”
 that includes contiguous properties is reasonable, and is supported by several parties with little substantive modifications and should be adopted.

F.
Implementing an aggregate and virtual net-metering (“AVNM”) regime in Ohio would increase the universe of net-metering and distributive generation in Ohio in support of the State’s energy policy.

Aggregate net metering is when customer-generators with multiple meters in different locations can aggregate their total usage for net metering purposes.  Virtual net metering is when a shopping mall owner with multiple tenants, each with their own meter, or people who rent in a multi-tenant complex are allowed to net meter.  Many comments addressed the benefits of AVNM were it to be implemented in Ohio.
  These commenters also stated that AVNM could be adopted within Ohio law.
  

IREC “strongly supports” aggregate net metering because it captures economies of scale for multiple-metered customers.  Benefits of aggregate net metering support state policy of encouraging installation of renewable energy.
  Many commenters further argue that aggregate net metering should be available to all customer classes.  The PUCO should permit customers with multiple accounts under common ownership (viewed broadly) to aggregate– regardless of distance between accounts or customer’s class – so long as they are located in the same service territory of a utility and served by the same electricity provider.
   The Solar Advocates maintain that ANM and VNM are entirely consistent with Ohio law, and request their implementation.
  Three of the four utilities who filed comments opposed the adoption of AVNM.
  Two Ohio utilities questioned the legality of AVNM and argued that logistically their existing billing systems could not handle the multiple customer consumption tracking required.
  

OCC envisions AVNM as a natural extension of net-metering that can provide benefits to government, agricultural, school district customers, community owned generation and mall owners and their tenants.
 IREC has modified its model rules for AVNM for Ohio and provided these in their comments.
  OCC supports the piloting of AVNM in Ohio.
  This would allow utilities to continue the ongoing modification of their billing systems for accommodation of their smart grid deployments and to incorporate AVNM.
4901:1-10-29
Coordination with CRES Providers.
Ohio Adm. Code 4901:1-10-29(E) addresses the eligible customer lists that electric utilities make available to CRES providers as part of the pre-enrollment process.  The eligible customer list includes the customer name, service and mailing address, rate schedule (class and sub-class), applicable riders, load profile reference category, meter type, interval meter data indicator, budget bill indicator, meter read date or schedule, and historical consumption data (actual energy usage plus any applicable demand) for each of the most recent twelve months.  Interstate Gas Supply, Inc. (IGS) recommended that the utility account number also be included on the pre-enrollment customer eligible list.
  FES recommends that customer phone numbers be provided on the eligible customer list.
  

The Commission should reject IGS’s recommendation to include customer account numbers with the pre-enrollment lists provided by the utility.  In addition, the Commission should reject FES’s recommendation that customer phone numbers be included in the pre-enrollment data provided to CRES providers.  Under the current rules, CRES providers coordinate customer enrolments pursuant to the applicable electric tariff.
  The practice is to permit CRES providers to enroll customers by using the customer’s utility account number; however, there may be ambiguity in the requirements of each tariff.  

OCC submits that while the utility account number may not always be the most convenient information for CRES providers to obtain to authenticate an enrollment with the Utility, this method (use of the account number) has proven effective in preventing slamming.  CRES providers should be required to obtain a customer’s utility account number from the customer for enrollment purposes.  In fact, for telephonic enrollment, a CRES provider is required to request and obtain the customer’s utility account number.
 Given that customers have provided the electric utilities with phone numbers for a business purpose that is specific between the Utility and customer, should not be allowed unless the customer consents.

FES also recommends that a PIPP indicator be included with the customer eligible list so that the CRES providers can readily identify these customers and not pursue marketing towards them.
  However, given that PIPP customers are not eligible to participate in electric choice, any information about these customers should not be included in the pre-enrollment data that the Utilities provide CRES providers.  After all, the mere fact that customers are eligible to participate in the PIPP program reflects the economic conditions of the household.  This is not information that needs to be broadly shared with CRES providers.  OCC recommends that the Commission explicitly preclude electric utilities from providing any information about PIPP customers to the CRES providers.  

III.
CONCLUSION


OCC appreciates the opportunity to provide these reply comments regarding the proposed changes to the rules about electric service in Ohio Adm. Code Chapter 4901:1-10.  The Commission’s adoption of OCC’s recommendations in these reply comments and OCC’s initial comments will help to 1) ensure more reliable electric service being provided to residential consumers, 2) ensure that necessary consumer protections are defined to protect customer privacy as more advanced metering data becomes available, and 3) ensure that net metering is implemented in a fair and reasonable manner in Ohio.  
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