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The Detroit Edison Company
2000 2nd Ave.,  Detroit, MI 48226-1279
Tel: 313.236.3000

Detroit Edison

January 252000

Ms. Dorothy Wideman
Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way
Lansing, MI 48909-7721

Re: MPSCCase  No: U-12251
Application for Extension of Rates of RI3

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Please find enclosed for filing with the Commission an
original and four copies of Detroit Edison’s Response to the
Attorney General’s Notice of Intervention along with Proof of
Service with regard to the above captioned matter.

Thank you

KLWsb
Enc.

cc: Parties of Record



STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of the application of
THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY
for authority to amend and extend its ) Case No. U-12251
generation rider, No. RI3 )

\
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RESPONSE OF THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY TO
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S NOTICE OF INTERVENTION

THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY (“Edison” or “Company”), by. and through its

attorneys, files this Response to the Notice of Intervention filed by the Attorney General

(“AG”)  in this docket on January 4,2000,  and says:

1. Edison neither admits nor denies the allegations set forth in Paragraphs l-

8 of the AG’s petition.

2. In response to Paragraph 9 of the AG’s  petition, the Company denies the

allegation made by the AG that the Company is creating an “...artificial crisis by

delaying its application...” The Company did not delay its application. The Company

has been evaluating the results of both Riders 12 & 13 and soliciting feedback from

customers and Company resource planning personnel to determine what changes

should be made to improve these riders and increase participation. The Company is

requesting ex parte treatment because the proposed extension and amendment will not

result in an increase in the cost of service to applicant’s customers. Additionally, a



contested case hearing would result in needless and potentially expensive delays at a

time when the Company is in the process of securing resources to meet its’ Summer

2000 peak load in a volatile, time sensitive purchase power market. Local customer

generation made available through this rider have the potential to lower power supply

costs for all customers and improve overall reliability.

3 . In response to Paragraphs 11 and 15 of the AG’s  petition, the AG’s

speculation about possible future rate increases is irrelevant given the fact that the

Company is not seeking to recover any costs associated with the rider at this time.

Recovery of any costs associated with this rider are subject to a prudency review by the

MPSC at subsequent PSCR hearings, at which the AG is customarily a party. In fact, it

is very possible that operation of the rider will allow the Company to make generation

and resource utilization decisions that could result in lower costs to customers for

purchased power. Utilizing customer generation located within the Company’s service

territory not only reduces the Company’s reliance on transmission and out of state

supplies but also can be beneficial in reducing losses, providing localized voltage

support and relieving circuit overload conditions

4~ In response to Paragraphs 10, 11 and 12 of the AG’s  Petition, the

Company takes the position that an amendment to extend Rider No. 13 will not

increase the cost of service to its customers. Rider No. 13 was approved ex parte in

MPSC Case No. U-11687. The Company denies that In re Consumers Energy Co,

MPSC Case No. U-11941 requires a different conclusion with respect to ex parte

treatment in this case.
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Further, the Company believes that the Court of Appeals reasoning in Attorney

General v. PSC, Detroit Edison Company & Energy Michigan, 220 Mich.  App. 561; 560

N.W.2d  348 should be applied in this case.

5 . In response to Paragraphs 13 and 14 of the AG’s  petition, the Company

acknowledges that elrgrbrlrty  for Rider 13 service may extend to customers being served

under special contracts and some customers on interruptible rates under special

conditions. However, in no case will customers be given a “double discount” for the

same service. Customers with interruptible loads will still be required to meet their

interruption obligations or be subject to any charges associated with a failure to comply

with an interruption request. Customers that can only commit generation on a limited

availability basis will receive payments reflective of less than firm service. Recovery of

any costs associated with this rider are subject to a prudency review by the MPSC at

subsequent PSCR hearings.

6 . In response to paragraph 16 and 17 of the AG’s  petition, the Company

denies the legal conclusion that the amendment to extend Rider 13 is discriminatory or

creates a potential for illegal preference.

WHEREFORE, The Detroit Edison Company respectfully requests that the

Commission deny the Attorney General’s petition for intervention and request for notice
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.

and hearing and that the Commission approve the Company’s application in this docket

on an ex parte basis as expeditiously as possible

Respectfully submitted,

THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY

Legal Department
2000 Second Avenue, 688 WCB
Detroit, Michigan 48226
(313) 235-8340

Dated: January 25,200O
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STATE OF MICHIGAN

BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter of the application of
THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY
for authority to amend and extend its ) Case No. U-12251
generation rider, No. RI 3 )

\

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )

COUNTY OF WAYNE 1”.

SUSAN BADDER, being duly sworn, deposes and says that on the 25” day
of January, 2000 a copy of THE DETROIT EDISON COMPANY’s RESPONSE TO THE
ATTORNEY GENERAL’S NOTICE OF INTERVENTION upon the parties listed on the
attached service list. by electronic mail and depositing same in the United States mail
bearing postage fully prepaid. h

Susan Badder



MPSC Case No: U-l 2251

SERVICE LIST

Donald E. Erickson, Esq.
Assistant Attorney General
Specbal  Litigation Division
6520 Mercantile Way
P.O. Box 30218
Lansing, MI 48909
ericksond@ag.state.mi.us


