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ORDER

BY THE COMMISSION:

On July 3, 2014, Duquesne Light Company (Duquesne or the Company), Utility Code 110150, filed Supplement No. 95 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C. No. 24, proposing to add Rule No. 18.1 - Electric Vehicle Charging to its Tariff to clarify that electric vehicle charging is not considered redistribution of service and to further add provisions to better ensure the safety and reliability of electric vehicle charging facilities.  Supplement No. 95 was originally filed to become effective on August 30, 2014.  On August 26, 2014, Duquesne filed Supplement No. 99 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C. No. 24, voluntarily postponing the effective date of Supplement No. 95 until October 3, 2014.

Duquesne served its Supplement No. 95 on the Commission’s Bureau of Investigation and Enforcement, the Office of Consumer Advocate, and the Office of Small Business Advocate.  The Company has posted Supplement No. 95 under the Pending Supplements section on its website.  No complaints have been filed and no hearings held.

Existing Rule No. 18 in the Company’s retail electric tariff requires that all electric energy shall be consumed by the customer to whom the Company supplies and delivers such energy.  Electric vehicle charging stations are being installed throughout the Company’s service area.  Duquesne states that without the addition of Rule 18.1-Electric Vehicle Charging, installations where the electric vehicle owner does not own the electric vehicle charger could be considered redistribution of service and be in violation of Rule No. 18.

Duquesne’s filing states that Rule No. 18 was established to protect the residential customer from being charged electric rates in excess of those in the Company’s Tariff.  For example, in a multi-unit building with a single meter, a landlord could have potentially charged tenants more for electricity than they actually used.  Duquesne avers that Rule No. 18 was not intended to prohibit an electric vehicle charging facility that is owned and operated by the Company’s customer from providing a service to third parties.

Currently, charging stations installed within the customer’s premise for the sole purpose of charging the customer’s electric vehicles are treated the same as any other end use product by Duquesne.  However, where a third party owns the electric vehicle charger and allows an electric vehicle owner to use its facility to charge their electric vehicle, the installation may be considered redistribution of electric service under a strict reading of the Company’s Tariff.  

		The Company believes proposed Rule No. 18.1 clarifies that electric vehicle charging is not considered redistribution of electric service and further adds provisions to ensure safety, by ensuring customers and third party electric vehicle charging station owners abide by the Company’s electric service installation rules.

The proposed change will have no impact on Duquesne’s revenues and expenses or on the service rendered by the utility.  
	
		We agree that Duquesne’s proposed tariff changes for electric vehicle charging clarify the language associated with redistribution.  Additionally, the tariff proposal defines certain requirements with respect to third-party owned electric vehicle charging stations and provides additional certainty for third parties investing in electric vehicle charging infrastructure.  

Upon our review of Duquesne’s Supplement No. 95, we find that the proposed updates and revisions contained therein do not appear to be unlawful, unjust, unreasonable, or contrary to the public interest.  We concur that existing Rule No. 18 was established to protect the residential customer from being charged electric rates in excess of those in the Company’s Tariff.  Rule No. 18 was not intended to prohibit an electric vehicle charging facility that is owned and operated by the Company’s customer from providing a separate service to third parties.

Accordingly, we will permit Supplement No. 95 to become effective on the date requested.  However, approval of this filing does not constitute a determination that this filing is lawful, just, or reasonable, but only that further investigation or suspension does not appear to be warranted at this time; THEREFORE,

IT IS ORDERED:

1.	Duquesne Light Company Supplement No. 95 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C. No. 24 is hereby permitted to become effective on October 3, 2014.

2.	That this Order is without prejudice to any issues that may be raised by any party with respect to the tariff changes implemented by Supplement No. 95 to Tariff Electric – Pa. P.U.C No. 24 in future proceedings.

			3.	That the proceeding at Docket No. R-2014-2430058 be marked closed.



[image: ]	BY THE COMMISSION,
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	Secretary
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