Attachment B:  Summary of Comments (Draft Reliability Rules)

	Mr. C. C. Grassia, PSE Customer

	Comments:  

Definition of “Reliability” should include Quality of Service as well as Continuity of Service.  It is confusing to ask for power quality complaints yet not include power quality in the definition of reliability. 
	Staff Response:  

The electric utility industry does not use the term “reliability” in a generic sense.  Rather the industry refers to three specific elements:  security of supply, reliability, and power quality.  “Reliability” to the industry means continuity of service as measured by interruptions to service.  Staff use the definition here that is consistent with industry use.

	Mr. Matt Steuerwalt, Public Counsel

	Comments:

Staff’s proposal allows a circular definition of “Major Event,” allowing the utility to define it.  Without a more specific definition, the rule is virtually useless since the utilities presumably already define major events.  

Staff’s proposal is too flexible and provides too much discretion to the utilities.  The rule should more explicitly state minimum requirements for breadth and depth of data.  Public Counsel recommends that the rule be written to “…guarantee that policy makers and consumers will be able to understand which elements of the utility’s system most effect its reliability performance,” i.e. supply, transmission, distribution or individual service. 

Public Counsel believes the rule ought to include a requirement for reporting reliability performance to customers, no less frequently than is reported to the Commission.


	Staff Response:

At least one utility does not now have a definition for “Major Event.”   The rules require each utility to come up with a definition.  Staff will not recommend acceptance of a plan with a poor definition.

The breakdown of outage information recommended by Public Counsel has not been a high priority for Staff.  Our goal has been to locate geographic areas of reliability concern rather than broad system causes.  We believe distribution system events are far and away the major cause of outages.  We would like to pursue this issue with Public Counsel and hear what the utilities and others have to say before we make changes to the rule.  

Staff considered such a requirement, but found it difficult to say exactly what utilities ought to report to their customers.  A customer’s own performance is available to him or her now, and the reports of full-system performance will be available in the reports to the commission.  Staff intend to pursue with the utilities how  they might communicate reliability information to their customers as they develop their Monitoring and Reporting Plans.



	Mr. George Pondorf, PSE

	Comments:

PSE believes that identifying and reporting on “areas of special reliability concern,” might not be in the public interest.  Highlighting areas of poor reliability might give advantage to PSE’s competitors (who do not have to do so), and might be upsetting to customers in those areas, which could lead to unnecessary investments by the company.  

PSE believes the scope of the rule has increased inappropriately to deal with power quality.


	Staff Response:

Finding areas of poor reliability is a key goal of Staff.  The rule allows companies to develop criteria to identify “areas of special reliability concern.”  Areas that may have less than average reliability for good reason should not show up as concerns.

The only requirement of the rule dealing with power quality is that utilities must report customer complaints and distinguish between complaints about sustained interruptions (reliability) and complaints about power quality.  This is not a new alternative, but one that has been discussed throughout the workshop process.  Staff have put off any discussion of power quality issues themselves at least until the conclusion of the process addressing sustained interruptions.  


