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Pe��on for Reconsidera�on, Mo�on to Reopen Record, and Request for Oral 
Argument Docket UE-220701 

Response to paragraph #19 of Initial Order #4 

In paragraph 19 of Initial Order #4; it stated the following: 

1. “The Company has established that it bills residential customers, such as the
Complainants, based on kWh usage, not kW demand.

2. McClenahan and other PSE witnesses credibly testify that the Company does not use
interval data readings for its monthly reads for residential billing purposes. PSE instead
bills based on the starting and ending reads for each month, consistent with SAP’s
Standard Periodic Meter Reading Process”.

There are several issues with the statement above. 

1. KWH vs KW.
Looking at technical specifications of AMI Meters on all four accounts, they indicated a
specific measurement unit as “KW”,

             The technical specifications also clearly indicated the interval length or load profile 
configuration: 
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Furthermore, the “Focus AX Product Specification and Schedule Sheet” (Exhibit EACCH 30 – 
page 2), clearly points out there are only TWO(!) available billing options, see below: 

1. Time of Use (which is to be implemented by PSE)
2. Demand Billing also known as Real-Time-pricing or interval billing – this type of billing

can be used for residential and industrial customers. Where consumption billed based on
calculated values.

Considering the facts provided above, I strongly disagree with the following statement in 
Initial order #04 that the testimony of McCanahan “was never effectively impeached by the 
Complainants”, as the same facts and exhibits were mentioned both in the Direct and 
Rebuttal testimonies.  

Response to paragraph #20 of Initial Order #4 

I find it very disturbing that each fact presented in my direct/rebuttal testimonies that were 
supported by documents with very detailed information were absolutely dismissed and called 
“theory” and “misinterpretation”. However, Hagan’s testimony referencing the American 
National Standards Institute (ANSI) is considered credible and supported by evidence. So, let’s 
review this witness’ testimony: 

“The AMI meters follow American National Standards Institute (ANSI) industry standards. 
Specifically, they adhere to ANSI C12.1 for electric meters, ANSI C12.10 for physical aspects of 
watt hour meters, ANSI C12.18 Protocol specifications for ANSI Type 2 Optical Port, ANSI 
C12.19 Utility Industry end device data tables, ANSI 12.20 for electricity meters 0.2 and 0.5 
accuracy classes.” 

A. There was no documentation submitted showing detailed information, and it’s unclear why
witness mentioned industry standards, because we are discussing a completely different issue
which is the standard module PSE failed to use – MDUS.

B. The copies of the codes are not available for download (subscription cost per code priced from
$90 to $500)

C. Industry Standards and specification codes listed below are not related in any way to an
ERP/accounting system (SAP) just because there are no regulations preventing a private utility
company from working with the accounting system of their choice. However, each ERP software
has their own set of standards described in Oracle and SAP technical specs, but PSE fails to
follow the standard.
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D. These same codes were referenced in product specifications (exhibit EACCH-30), and they
have nothing to do with billing.

E. In our formal complaint we are not arguing about the standard of the equipment, the main and
only argument is that PSE omits crucial standards AND required steps of their operational
software causing unrealistically high charges for energy consumption.

In continuation to paragraph #20 where it states “The fact that meters have the capability to be 
used in another manner does not establish that PSE is required to use them in that manner. There 
is no persuasive evidence that PSE is failing to follow guidance on the use of AMR or AMI 
meters.” 

I think the fact that matters is PSE does not have the right to choose to avoid mandatory software 
system steps. PSE must use MDUS module for all calculations, and other processes that are 
happening once the interval data is loaded into this module.  

Instead, PSE chooses to bill its customers for the “raw” data.  As I previously mentioned, PSE 
meters have only two billing methods: TOU (time-of-use) or demand billing. The TOU was not 
implemented by PSE, and then they decided that they do not wish to use the only other available 
option, which is “demand billing” (also known as real-time pricing or interval billing). So, then 
my question to PSE, what exactly are they using for billing??? I think the answer is obvious, PSE 
decided that they are above the law, and they came up with some kind of “work around”, 
disregarding mandatory steps and procedures, compromising data integrity, completely ignoring 
the UTC’s WA codes, and failing their customers.  

Response to paragraph #21 of Initial Order #4 

Exhibit EA CCH-6C was completely misinterpreted by Sains. Not once in any of my testimonies 
did, I state that PSE is multiplying values by four and billing its customers. What I was 
explaining is that PSE does not use a proper billing module for interval-related data and as a 
result, their customers are being billed for consumption that is four times greater than they used. 

E=KW*hours where “E” is Energy (consumption), “KW” - demand, and “hours” - period of time 
during which energy was measured. It means that each interval value to be multiplied by 0.25 
(15 min=0.25/hour), or there should be another formula calculating the average of every four 
intervals (15 min*4=1 hour). Both calculations will have same result.  These calculations are 
happening in Landys+Gyr MDUS module (the one that PSE does NOT use). Therefore all PSE 
usage values are off by factor of 4.  
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According to WAC 480-100-338 the errors can be within plus/minus from 2 to 4%. The 
extremely large discrepancies in all three accounts vary from 76% to 784% (!) and the issues, 
lasted for over two months, were completely dismissed and have not been investigated by PSE 
staff at a time.   

Total discrepancies for all billing cycles: 

Account  (Argunov) 

Interval data – 23,021.21 KWH (raw data) 

Daily Meter/MDMS Reads – 55,154.21 KWH (raw data) 

Billed – 76,023 KWH (raw data) 

Total Variance Interval data vs Meter/MDMS Reads – 139%.  

Total Variance Interval data vs Billing – 230%. 

Account  (Groesbeck) 

Interval data – 26,001.44 KWH (raw data) 

Daily Meter/MDMS Reads – 46,075.44 KWH (raw data) 

Billed – 55,511.68 KWH (raw data) 

Total Variance Interval data vs Meter/MDMS Reads – 77%.  

Total Variance Interval data vs Billing – 113%. 

Account (Johnson) 

Interval data – 8,764.14 KWH (raw data) 

Daily Meter/MDMS Reads – 8,764.14 KWH (raw data) 

Billed – 15,113 KWH (raw data) 

Total Variance Interval data vs Meter/MDMS Reads – 0%.  

Total Variance Interval data vs Billing – 72%. 

Johnson’s account  looks even more terrifying when their meter was showing 
daily energy usage of 500 KWH, that is 500,000-watt hours in the house that was under 
construction and had only 1 outlet. As Johnsons testified, they have not used the central heater, 
instead they purchased small heaters which were connected to the temporary power. The meter 
with permanent power hasn’t been used at all for any purposes up until summer of 2022. And yet 
their account was billed for 15,000 KWH for three consecutive months. Let’s assume that 
Johnsons did use the heater, the regular central heater consumes anywhere from 55 to 70 KWH 
per day! Hence, according to the PSE meter, there were eight or nine(?) central heaters working 
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simultaneously. It is obvious that the meter showed faulty results due to tampering which could 
be potentially caused by the fact that two AMI meters were installed at the same address within 
less than 150 feet from each other. But we will never know because as always, the issue has not 
been reported, addressed, or investigated at that time. The test was conducted several months 
after the fact when Johnsons contacted PSE asking to explain the charge of   

 

The WAC 480-100-318 states “Electric utilities that decide to either measure a customer's 
consumption with a device that employs a multiplier or calculate consumption from recording 
devices must provide customers, upon request, information sufficient to enable the customer to 
compute the quantity consumed.” As of today, PSE was unable to provide accurate and sufficient 
data, therefore, its customers cannot calculate or verify the consumption they were billed for.  

 

MOTION TO REOPEN RECORD AND REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT 

The Complainants Reserve the Right to Seek Future Reconsideration or Judicial Review. The 
Complainants reserves the right to seek additional review, whether by a petition for 
reconsideration or judicial review or both, of any future order arising in this proceeding related to 
the to docket UE-220701.  

The Complainants also request Oral Argument due to complexity of the case, misinterpreted 
facts and false accusations on PSE side.  

 

CONCLUSION 

             The testimonies of all PSE witnesses were based on false premises. 

False Premise #1. PSE stated that they bill for KWH wrongfully assuming that Focus 
AMI meters measure consumption (KWH) and not a demand (KW).  
Facts: 
According to meter specifications provided by PSE, and product/technical specs 
published by Ladys+Gyr the Focus meters measure demand data every 15 minutes and 
have only two available options TOU and demand billing (also known as “real-time” or 
“interval” billing). In 
WAC 480-100-338 section “Demand meter accuracy” references ANSI codes (same 
codes that were referenced by Hanis). 
NOTE: According to WAC 480-100-318 “Measuring devices that have the capability to 
do so must measure all energy sold to customers at a minimum of sixty-minute intervals 
for residential customers and fifteen-minute intervals for nonresidential customers.” It 
is still unclear why PSE does not follow the code and set up 15-minutes intervals for 
residential customers like us. 
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False Premise #2. Installed AMI meters are no different from “old school” mechanical 
meters.  
Facts: According to Landys+Gyr Product sheet (Exhibit EACCH 30 – page 2), Focus AX 
meters are “Active Energy “KWH-KW” meters”, and have only two billing options TOU 
and demand billing (also known as “Interval billing), therefore, AMI meters installed by 
PSE are the demand meters. AMI meters function completely different from mechanical 
meters especially when it comes to billing calculations.  

False Premise #3. PSE does not use interval data for billing purposes using instead 
MDMS cumulative values to bill for consumption.  
Fact: 
According to product specs published by Landys+Gyr and SAP software specs, MDMS is 
a repository system used for the data storage and VEE checks once interval data is 
loaded. Then adjusted interval data must be loaded to a specific “SAP adapter” called 
MDUS. The one that according to PSE witness McCanahan did not exist, contradicting 
the date stamp “03.30.2017” on the brochure. 
McCanahan testified that PSE is following the “SAP’s Standard Periodic Meter Reading 
Process”, providing the following link https://help.sap.com/docs/SAP S4HANA ON-
PREMISE/2ac7fe29a0c94cdd88fb80c2cb9f7758/bc90d0533f8e4308e10000000a174cb4.
html. Please see page #2 of this petition where it clearly shows the required steps that 
PSE refuses to follow. They are not utilizing required MDUS module (SAP adaptor) 
instead they are using Meter/MDMS reads, but according to the process flow described in 
the diagram, meter/MDMS reads should not be used for the billing purposes. MDUS 
calculates future billing quantities of KWH based on embedded group calculations, 
algorithms, etc. 

               False Premise #4. The facts provided by the main complainant are a product of her 
“theory” and “misinterpretation”. 

Fact: 
I am a PSE customer, but I am also a professional specializing in data management, 
software implementation, business analytics, and internal controls. I have received 
multiple CFO awards, my reports ranked #1 among an existing 25,000 reports. I work for 
one of the largest healthcare organizations in the United States, and even though it was 
very challenging, I took my time to perform a case study of the PSE data, product sheets, 
brochures, as well as SAP and Oracle guides. For the past 12 months, I have thoroughly 
reviewed PSE data and its processes. I have provided facts supported by documentation 
from the original sources, showing all issues and flaws. Therefore, my testimonies are 
very credible, and they are not a product of my theory or misinterpretation. 
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APPENDIX 

I am not sure how can I be clearer about PSE’s broken system; therefore, I am requesting 
an oral argument. Up util now, I was not given the opportunity to speak. I had 10 minutes 
for an opening statement and 15 minutes during closing arguments. Considering the 
complexity and the number of technical aspects of this case, I am asking the 
Commission to allow me to speak up and answer any questions from any parties 
involved.  I also believe it would be a good idea to hear directly from members from the 
Landys+Gyr and/or SAP support team so we can resolve this issue and get it over with 
once and for all.  
Also, I wanted to respond to the following in the order “While Tam does not directly 
address the theory of quadruple billing, Tam’s testimony that PSE is, in fact, billing the 
Complainants based on kWh undermines their theory”. The fact that the Public Counsel 
does not agree or disagree with me, doesn’t make my complaint less credible. The Public 
Counsel staff concentrated their work on PSE’s violations, I hope that this petition will 
change their point of view moving forward, and PSE will be fully held accountable for 
their actions. 




