Late Comments Submitted by the Retail BPS, DSM/EE and Data Privacy Task Force

Retail Customer Authorization Form

Late Comments of Joint Retail Electric Business Practices Subcommittee, DSM-EE Subcommittee and the Data Privacy Task Force
Comments of Xcel Energy:

In response to the December 4, 2012, invitation for industry comment, Xcel Energy respectfully submits the following suggestions for enhancing NAESB’s proposed Retail Customer Authorization For Release Of Retail Customer-Specific Data form:

· It may be beneficial to indicate on the form whether the release authorization is for a one-time information release versus an on-going information release (for the term of the release authorization),

Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

Concept already covered in date range paragraph.  Last blank would indicate whether it would be a one-time data release.
· It may be useful to give the customer the option (or notice) of the form of communication to be used by the Distribution Company when it releases information to the Third-Party – i.e. electronic transmission versus hard copy (mail).

Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

Rejected.  The form of communication would be by mutual agreement between the Distribution Company and the third party.
· To add clarity to the wording and process for a Customer to appoint and use an agent for their account (page two of the proposed form), we suggest a statement similar to the following: “I __________ (Customer) do hereby appoint __________ (Representative’s name and address) to act as my agent for the account(s) listed on page 1”.  This information release authorization order should then have a separate signature line, which either the Customer or the duly authorized agent would sign.

Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

Rejected.  A separate form/document should be used to appoint an agent.  It is not the purpose of the Customer Authorization Form to appoint an agent.  It is merely to be used for releasing energy usage information to third parties.
· The word “should” is used multiple times in the concluding paragraph of the proposed form.  It may be preferable to use the word “must” or “shall”, to make clear that the authorization request will only be honored if all the required steps are properly completed.

Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The word “should” shall be used.  These are Model Business Practices and not standards and should not be construed to imply policy.
· We suggest adding a “limitation of liability” statement to the form, perhaps something like, “The Customer hereby releases the Distribution Company, its employees, officers, and agents from any and all liability associated with the Third-Party’s use and/or dissemination of account information that the Distribution Company provides in accordance with this release authorization”.
Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The joint subcommittees agree with the concept and unless alternate language is proposed prior to the EC meeting, the proposed language will be inserted at the end of the form.
Bruce G. Smith

Xcel Energy I Responsible By Nature

Program manager, Information Governance

612.330.5730

Bruce.g.smith@xcelenergy.com
Comments of Integrys Energy Service:

From: Lauderdale, Melissa L – Integrys Energy Service
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 9:14 AM
To: naesb

Subject: comment on retail customer authorization form

Dear Ms. Trum,

Integrys Energy Service submits these comments on the NAESB Retail Request for Comments on the Retail Customer Authorization Form.

1.
Not all utilities require that these types of forms be provided to the utility.  In some cases, the retail supplier keeps the form and provides it to the Commission upon request, like New York.  Consequently, we recommend that the directions about what to do with the form should be provided separately and not included on the form itself or two options should be provided.  We consider it optimal for retail markets that licensed suppliers hold the forms and no submittal to the utility be required, so we do not recommend that the NAESB form assume the forms must be provided to the utility. 

Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The joint subcommitttes propose to add in the third line of the last paragraph, “…third-party who unless otherwise directed in writing by the Distribution Company, should provide...”
2.
There should be an option to consent to provide all available data.  Customers may not know what data is available and it may be confusing for them to determine what data is available and data suppliers need to accurately provide a price.  Additionally, the proposed form does not include PLCs or capacity tags, which affect pricing.  In some states data access is provided through the utility website and there is only access to data or no access; you cannot choose access to only some information.  To resolve this issue, there should be an option to provide access to all available data.

Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

Rejected.  The term “all available data” is too broad and undefined.  Any specific data required by the third party (e.g, PLC, NSPL, etc.) can be included on the other data type blanks.
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

Melissa Lauderdale

Director of Government & Regulatory Affairs

549 Bluehaw Drive

Georgetown, Texas 78628

Comments of Direct Energy:

From: Vance, Andrew – Direct Energy
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 10:45 AM
To: naesb

Subject: Comment on Retail Customer Authorization Form

Dear Ms. Trum,

 

Direct Energy Services submits these comments on the NAESB Retail Request for Comments on the Retail Customer Authorization Form.

 

1.
The LOA refers to specific time intervals requested for interval data (15 minutes, 30 minutes, 1 hr, etc).  However, some customers are not aware of what data granularity is available for their individual accounts.  In most circumstances, suppliers are interested in receiving the most detailed data available on the account from the LDC and would select 15 minute intervals.  However, the concern is if a supplier selects 15 minute intervals on the LOA, but the account only captures 30 minute intervals, the LDC may reject the request and not send the data via the HU request due to the interval data mismatch.  We would want to clarify that no matter what interval time is requested, the LDC would send the most granular data available for the account.

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The following parenthetical will be added: 
Interval data for the following interval (If the requested interval data is unavailable the next less granular interval data will be provided): 
2.
The LOA requires a maximum 30 day turn-around for the LDC to provide historical usage data.  However, many states require HU data turn-around in a much shorter timeframe (3 days in Texas, etc).  In addition, many EDI-enabled LDCs respond within 24 hours to HU requests.  Since pricing some customers can be dynamic and strict enrollment lead-times exist, suppliers & customers prefer receiving the HU as quickly as possible.  There are two options to resolve this situation:  

- 1)
Standardize HU request LTs across deregulated states (for instance, 3 days for EDI or 5 days in manual markets)

- 2)
Create language similar to “LDC must provide response by either within 30 days or state level mandated HU response lead-time whichever is shorter”

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The following will be added to the fifth line of the date range paragraph:
“or as otherwise required by the Applicable Regulatory Authority.”
Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

 

Andy Vance
Utility Operations Manager 
Direct Energy 
1001 Liberty Avenue 
Pittsburgh, PA 15222 
www.directenergybusiness.com 

Comments of Exelon / Constellation:

From: Stephen Bennett – Exelon/Constellation
Sent: Friday, January 04, 2013 11:51 AM
To: naesb

Subject: Exelon/Constellation Comments on NAESB Retail Customer Authorization Form

Dear Ms. Trum

Exelon/Constellation submits these comments on the NAESB Retail Request for Comments on the Retail Customer Authorization Form.  Generally, we find the NAESB LOA form to be well structured.  However, our experience has shown that simplifying the form to the greatest extent possible lessens the occurrence of customer errors.  As such, many of our comments focus on the length and requested detail on the form itself.

1.
Not all utilities require that these types of forms be provided to the utility.  In some cases, the retail supplier keeps the form and provides it to the Commission upon request, like New York.  Consequently, we recommend that the directions about what to do with the form should be provided separately and not included on the form itself or two options should be provided.  We consider it optimal for retail markets that licensed suppliers hold the forms and no submittal to the utility be required, so we do not recommend that the NAESB form assume the forms must be provided to the utility.

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

See resolution to first comment of Integrys Energy Service. 
2.
The verbiage should indicate that signing this form in no way binds the customer to purchase services from the supplier. 

· Ex. This authorization in no way binds me to the purchase of any service or product from the Company named herein and is to be used for the sole purpose of determining my offer price of electricity service or the provision of energy-related services.

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The use of the form is clearly indicated in the first paragraph.  Additional language as proposed is not necessary.
3.
Date Range – In the middle of the form the date range determines the date the LOA starts and expires.  This should be moved below the expiration date.  If an expiration date is not sufficient, then the customer will have the opportunity to specify when the LOA should start and expire. Ideally, we would prefer that the entire data range be removed and only provide the expiration date. This extends the possible life of the LOA.

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

Rejected.  The data being provided could be for a past period.  Therefore, the date range and expiration date need to be stated separately.
4.
Summary and Interval Usage Request – We recommend combining the two and also removing the option of selecting specific intervals.  We do not believe that customers generally know how the utilities send interval usage to the supplier which may create confusion.

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

The options are for either monthly data or interval data.  If interval data is requested, then there are options for specific intervals.  For data privacy purposes, the form should be as specific as possible.
5.
Specific Data to be Provided (kWh, kW, kVa, kVarh, and gas Usage) – To the best of our knowledge, we do not believe that this information is required by utilities.  To minimize confusion we recommend removing this option completely.

 Late Comments of Joint Subcommittees:

For data privacy purposes, the form should be as specific as possible.

Stephen Bennett

Director, State Government Affairs – East
Exelon Corporation
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