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OPINION

Summaw
This decision resolves outstanding matters in Phase I of the apphcahom of

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company
(Edison), and San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) to unbundle portions

of metering, billing, and related services, which we have referred to as “révenue

cycle services.” In this decision, we détermine how the Applicants should price

their revenue cycle services and resolve other related issues.

Il. Background

The Commission’s “Preferred Policy Decision ” on electric utility industry
restructuring, Decision (D. ) 95-12-063, as modifie:d by D. 96-01-009, adopted a
policy framcwork that aqc.u mies potential energy service providers (ESPs) will
enter into compehh\'e electric generation markets only if uhht)' generahon is
unbundled from transinission and distribution. D.97-05-039 found that specific
distribution support functions like metering and billing should also be
unbundled in order to proiote competition in generation markets or “direct
access.” We have termed such metering and billing services “revenue cycle
services.” |

D.96-10-074 asked parties to evaluate strategies that would provide
opportunities for ESP’s to compete in markets for revenue cycle services while
protecling the integrity of utility systems and operations. In that regard, we
found that parties should have “comparable access to the generation market
through metering and billing” and that “such access implies faimess to all
stakeholders which avoids cost shifting wl;ere, for example, lower costs to one
group do not mean stranded costs borne by another.” Accordingly, we found
that competition in metering and billing is not a goal in itself but a means to

achieve effective competition in generation markets.
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Subsequently, D.97-05-039 identified specific issues for consideration in
this proceeding and D.97-11-073 directed Edison, PG&E, and SDG&E to file
applications to accomplish the Commission’s unbundling objectives.
Accordingly, the utilities filed these applications in November and
December 1997. Following a Prehearing Conference (PHC) on January 8, 1998,
the assigned commissioners issued aruling which established a'pr‘dcédural
schedule and split the proceeding into two phases. Phase I would consider
changes to utitity billing systems reqiliréd to;inip!enieht billing credits by
Jamnry 1,1999. Phasell would resolve ’ tl.l'e‘lQrOade’r merits of the various
proposals to dlctmgmsh credits by customer segment and examine competmg
methodologies for ca]culahng those credits.”

On July 2, 1998, we issued D.98- 07—032 which reso]ved issues in Phase 1 of
this proceeding. Specifically, D.98-0?-032 addressed (1) the number of credit

categories for which the utility billing systems must ac"cc)inmodate, (2) the

method by which cach calegofy will be segmented, (3) the units in which credits

will be shown on the customer bill, (4) the appropriété bill format, and (5) the -
method for proratmg credits. The purpose of Phase I of the proceedmg was not
to approve final revenue cycle services unbundlmg, but rather to provide
dlrechpn to Apphcants with regard to how their computer and billing systems
should be modificd in order to accontmodate the final resolution of issues in this
proceeding. D.97-07-032 addpted requirements for computer and billing system
capabilities that ultimately may not be necessary in order for the utilities to
comply with the unbundling reciuirements we adopt tdday in Phase H.

The Commission held two PHC's which addressed Phase 11 issues, both of
which were presided over by the assi gnecl Al and attended by the assngnecl |
COmmissxoners The Commission held nine days of evldenhary hearmgs Itheld

a closing argument attended by the assigned Commissioners. The partics filed
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briefs on Phase Il issues on June 26, 1998 and reply briefs on July 10, 1998. Parties
who filed briefs besides the Applicants were Office of Ratepayer Advocates
(ORA), The Utility Reform Network and Utility Consumer Action Network
(TURN/UCAN}), California Energy Conmission (CEC), Enron, California Large
Energy Consumers Association and California Manufacturers Association
(CLECA/CMA), University of California, the California State University and the
California Department of General Services (UC/ CSU/DGS), Cellnet Data
Systems Inc. (Celinet), Commonivealth Energy Corporation (Commonwéallh),
Coalition of California Utility Employees (CCUE), Cé]ifomiiCompelition
Network (CCN) and California Farm Bureau Fedeération (Farm Bureauw).
Consistent with SB 960, this decision is issued less than 18 months from the dates

the applications were filed.

.  Phase llIssues
A. Poiicy Considerations

Our policy that Applicants should provide bill credits to custoniers
who no longer subscribe to utility revenue cycle services is founded on our view
that competitive offerings of revenue cycle services will facilitate the
development of competition in generation markets. The purpose of Phase 11 is to
finalize the lype of information the utilities will provide on customer bills and to
adopt costing methodologies which would be used as the basis for credits on the
bills of customers who chbose to subscribe to the revenue cycle services of energy
service providers (ESPs, or competitors).

In considering which costing methods should be used to calculate
utility billing credits, we are guided by five principles, each of which the parties
have addressed either directly or indirectly in testimony and briefs.

Adopted costing methodologies should reflect the costs associated

with the revenue cycle service. Consistent with our policies generally, we
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cndeavor to match rates (or in this case, bill credits) to costs so that competitors

will offer revenue cycle services to the extent they are able to meet or beat utility
costs. In this way, adopted costing methodologics should promote economic
cfficiency and encourage only those infrastructure im"eslmenlé that are not
unnecessarily duplicative. Consistent with the principles of AB 1890 and our
policies to promote competilion in generation markets, we are mindful that
costing methods and ratemakiing arrangements must not discriminate between
custormers who subscribe to the incumbent 1’1ﬁlity’s revenue cyclé services and
those who subscribe to ESP revenue c’)ﬁ:le services.

Adopted costing methodologies and ratemaking arréngements
should not shift ¢osts between customer classes or require the general body of
ratepayers to assume niew liabilities associated with unbundling revenue cycle
services. Our electric restructuring policy decision, D.95-12-063, determined that
industry restructuring should not cause shifts in 'cosl'_responsibililies between
customer groups. We reiterated this principle in D.96-10-074 with regard to
revenue cycle services. Public Utilities Code Section 368(b) similarly admonishes
against cost shifting. We do not intend that the general body of ratepayers
should assume higher cost liability on behalf of custoners who subscribe to the
revenue cycle services of competitors. This could happen if revenue cycle -
services credits exceed those costs actually avoidable by the utility. We will not
adopt any costing methodology which automalically requires that we shift
revenue requirements from direct access customers to bundled customers.

Adopted costing methodologies and ratemaking arrangements
should not require utility shareholders to assume liability for losses associated
with unbundling unless they fail to managé their revenue ¢ycle services
businesses prudently. The purpose of unl')undl'ing is to proﬁdé customers with

additional choices, to promote lower prices, and better services. In the pursuit of
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those objectives we do not intend to shield the incumbent ulilities from the risk

associated with retaining their customers. Nevertheless,we will not adopt
cosling mothodo]ogi es or rétemaking arrangements which do not provide the
utilities with an opportumty to recover their reasonable costs. The utilities
should be indifferent to the effects of our adopted costmg methodologies on lh(‘ll‘
rates of return as llong as lhey conscicntiously manage their operations.

Adopted costing methodologies should be consistent for the three -
utilities. Thé‘us’q of a common method will help ensure that customers and ESPs
are treated cquilab]&lﬁr;)hghout the state and, as UC/ CSU/ DGS observe,
prevent distortions in prices which may create barriers to competition. If we
- were to a‘doﬁt different hiethodolbgieq for the utilities, weé might inaa\'ertenxtl)'
penahze one by stlﬂmg its ablhty to compote As SDG&E and Edison obser\'e, '
uhhty crcdltc may dlffer notmthstandmg the use of a COh‘lmOll method because
the utilities have different business processes and serve dlfl’en nt geographic
locations. /

Adopted costmg meihodologles and ratemakmg anangements ,
should avoid comphcatmg regulatlon Some parties have proposed accounhng
mechanmns to true- -up re\'ea.ues and costs. Some have proposed frequent
_ updates of costs. Our order loday avoids to the extent p05<1ble the adoptlon of
costing mcthodolqgles or ratemaking arrangements that would i increase our
regulatory oversight of revenue cycle services or complicate ratemaking
gencrally. We doso believing that the costs of more regulatory complexity
would not necessarily be offset by the associated benefits. We endeavor here to
‘develop cred its which minimize our fl.ll_lll’(' intervention.

‘We do not decide here the extent to which ESPs, revenue cycle
services customers, shareholders or utility ratepayers g"e'neral.ly should be liable

for the costs of implementing revenue cycle services with the exception of certain
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variable costs the utilities may incur in the future. Edison estimates fixed
implementation costs are about $30 million which it secks to recover in
ratemaking proceedings related to PU Code § 376." SDG&E and PG&E did not
have comprehensive estimates of implementation costs at the time of héaring but
indicated that they may seck recovery of some related costs in PBR or general
rate case proceedings. Enron proposes that ratepayers generally should assume
the costs of impléementing revenue cycle services on the basis that customers will
benefit from having the opportunity to choose a competitive service provider,
whether or not they actually prefer the services of a competitor. We intend to
determine the allocation of implementation costs between various interests in
those proceedings in which the utilities seck cost recovery.
B. Avolded Costs vs. Fully-Allocated Costs

The most contentious issue in Phase 11 of this proceeding is the
method the utilitics will use to estimate costs and develop associated credits.
Revenue cycle services credits differ depending on which cost method is used.
The larger the credit, the more likely an ESP will be able to compete with the
utility for revenue c}’cle services business because the ESP will be more able to
set its prices below the level of iitility credits. The parties presented two differing
methods referred to as “avoided costs” and “fully-allocated costs.” Appendix A
illustrates these proposals and those adopted by this decision.

Avoided costs. Avoided costs are only those which the utility ceases
to incur \wwhen a customer stops taking the associated service. "Net” avoided cost
calculations presented here remove the additional cost the utility incurs whena

competitor offers the revenue cycle service.

' Section 376 provides that the utilitics may recover costs incurred and requited to
implement direct access.
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PG&E and Edison propose an avoided cost approach which would
incorporate only those costs which are variable in the short-run and which
require no redeployment of labor, capital or materials. Costs which are fixed in
the short term, even if avoidable in the longer term, are not included. Past
liabilities are not included. Accordingly, PG&E and Edison include no costs
associated with administrative and general functions, depreciation, and
“supervision, among other things.

SDG&E also proposed an avoided cost methodology, althmigh its
perspective differs from that of Edison and PG&E. SDG&E proposes that the cost
model include all variable and fixed costs which may be avoided assuming
management acts aggressively to achieve associated savings in the shorter term.
SDG&E refers to cost savings which must be pinr‘snccl by management as
“opportunity costs.” SDG&E also proposes a way for the resulting credits to
account for varying levels of market penetration.

All three utilities estimated their avoided costs by conducting
studies of their activities and how those activities would change in cases where
customers subscribed to competitors’ revenue cycle services. In advocating the
use of avoided cost models, Applicants urge the Commission to reject costing
methods which include overhead, A&G and other commion costs in revenue cycle
services credits. They argue that these costs do not vary with low levels of
market penetration in revenue cycle services and that they will incur such costs
_notwithstanding the success of ESPs in offering revenue cycle services to
customers. SDG&E notes that it included some common costs in its model to the
extent those costs could be avoided or deployed in some other line of business.

TURN/UCAN, ORA, CCUE and é6ther parties support SDG&E'’s
avoided cost nodel generally. TURN/UCAN nevertheless takes exception to

several aspects of SDG&E's study, believing that the cost studies of all Applidn‘\ts




A97-11-00d4 et al. AL)/KLM/myj

are “self-serving” and designed to stifle compclitimi by wnderstating the costs
they may aveid. CLECA/CMA also supports avoided cost methods, but believes

the wlilitics’ studies do not in all cases accurately reflect savings. CCUE supports

Applicants’ avoided cost proposals.

~ Fully-Allocated Costs. Fully-allocated costs as they have been
addressed in this proceeding include all fixed and variable costs associated with
the service. Such costs include depreciation, capital costs and other costs which
are “sunk” and therefore not aveidable under any circumstance. Fully-allocated
costs also includes indirect costs such as pensions and benefils, supervisory costs
and 60{11n1011 plant costs.

Enron and Cel]net propose esmbhshmb revenue cycle services
credits which are based on fully-allocated costs. They observe such costs are
readily identified becatise they are currently reflected in rates and in FERC and
Commission accounts. Accordingly, they may be audited and provide historic
information. Enron and Cellnet believe fully-allocated costs must be included in
the bill credits in order to provide realistic price signals to customers. Cellnet
argues the Applicants have failed to demonstrate that they will be unable to
recover fully-allocated costs from their customers if the costs are reflected in the
bill credits. Cellnet and Eriron argue that unless the Commission adopts a
fully-allocated cost allocation method, the utilities will receive money from direct
access customers through distribution rates for services the utilities do not
provide. |

UC/CSU/DGS support fully-allocated costing methods as the best
way to assure customers do not pay for costs they do not incur. UC/CSU/DGS
be}ie\fgs FERC accounting data is a reasonable proxy for actual cost data.
UC/CSU/DGS comments that SDG&E’s avoided cost method provides a second

best approach to revenue cycle services costing. Commonvealth and CCN filed
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briefs in support of Enron’s cost studies, believing fully-allocated cost methods
will promote opl‘inml levels of competition.

Discussion. The 'pr’océss of establishing pricing policies as part of an
effort to unbundle utility services and lhcrcby promote compelition is not a new
exercise. We have addressed it for many utility services over the years. Here, as
in previous cases, we must balance competing objectives to promote competition,
provide the utilities with a reasonable opportunity to recover costs and protect
customers froni unfair pricing. '

The choice of costing nethodology will influence the extent to which
utility competitors are successful in revenue cycle services markets. The use of
an avoided cost approach results in billing credits which are in some cases
substantially lower than those which result from the use of a fully-allocated cost
method.” In either case, competitors will have to offer services at prices that are
equal to or lower than the utility credit. Understandably then, Enron and Cellnet
support costing methods which yield higher credits. The utilities support costing
methods which yield lower credits and would limit their risk of cost recovery
and prospects for successful competition. Consumers are not indifferent. If we
require the utilities to set prices that are higher than econoniic costs, consumers
may face prices which pén‘nit providers of revenue cycle services to realize
extraordinary profits. If we set prices that are lower than economic costs,
consumers may not have the opportunity to take advantage of the offerings of
competitors.’

In D.97-05-039, the Commission stated its intent to develop utility

revenue cycle services credits based on cost savings “resulting when billing,

’:Dt_lriilg the ra‘té freeze period imposed by AB 1890, consumers will pay the same tetal
rate for bundled services.
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metering and related services are provided by another entity.” Subsequently, in
D.98-02-111, the Commission stated that “customers who receive revenue cycle
services through a third party should be credited by the utility distribution
company with the net avoided costs that result. The purpose of this proceeding,
by contrasl, is to implement that policy, for cach of the three utility distribution
cOmpénics.“ These statemeiits express an intent to establish revenue cycle
services credits that reflect savings which actually occur when utility competitors
pr‘o\"ide revenue cy’de scr\;ices to energy customers. Fully-allocated cost
méthodt’)logiés, as Enron has defincd them, include costs which ¢annot be
avoided, at least not in the short term or at market penetration levels which may
be reasohably anticipated at this time. For éxémplé, Enron 'p'roposes that revenue
“cycle services credits réﬂécfdeprec.lation and other capital costs that are “sunk.”
These costs da not fall wheii the u'tiliiy stops offering service to a customer; the
utility must still recover them or assume an associated loss. Enron prdposcs to

include the proportional cost of overheads in revenue cycle services credits.

Among those overhead costs are obligations that are fixed notwithstanding the

provision of service to an individual customer.
We agree with Edison’s observation that a fully-altocated cost

method assumes inapprépriafdy that all costs are variable, even at low levels of
penetration. In the case of revenue cycle services, costs associated with certain
| opefalions, in fact, are fixed and therefore, not avoidable at low penetration
levels. Such costs could, however, become variable with greater penetration ‘
levels or over longer periods of time. For example, the cost of operating a general
office do not vary at low levels of penctration. When the utility stops providing a
revenue cycle service to a single customer in a ;esidcntial neighborhood, the

~ utility does not avoid its general office expenses. As ORA points out,
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circumstances could develop in the future to make additional common costs
avoidable, but they will not be avoidable in 1999. .

Cellnet a‘rgues that applying avoided cost methodologies will permit
the utilities to recover fixed and overhead costs twice because they will be able to
collect them from distribution customers and avoid the costs altogether. We
disagree. To the extent costs are avmdable, they should be included in avoided
cost calculatlons N _ -

7 “We 'agrcé with Enrér’u and Célln_ét that éompctiti\'e firms, like
utilities, incur fixed costs ar‘l"d'm'us'f recover thentin the long run. To the extent
we wish to recognize thé pricing hl'échénis'ms of a c.o\ﬁipetiti\'c market, therefore,
we should include fixed ¢osts in rates, at least over the longer term. In révenue
cycle cer\'tces markets, how e\'er, weé are not convinced that pnces Tust be set at
fully—allocated costs in order to aesure market entry by compehtorc Thisis
because ESPs are hl\d)* to be able to recover lhelr fixed costs in related markéts.
Accordingly; such firms may be able to recover fixed and overhead costs in the
prices for those related iﬁroducté} whichis to Sa)"théy nay realize economies of
scope in their offering of revenue cycle services. They will thereby be able to
compete by pricjing'thc‘-ir. OWn revenue cycle services Ba§ed on avoided costs (or
short run n)éirf;iﬁél costs);' This assumption is fully consistent with our finding in
D.96-10-074 'that’cbmpetiﬁ’on in revenue cycle services markets is a worthwhile
pursuit n\ainlf as a way of fa'cilitéting direct accessin genemfion markets.

In any event, at this juncture, our goal is not to promote competition
without regard for other policy objectives. Rather, our goal is to permit the |
provision of revenue cycle services by compcutors without shifting costs to
remaining customers or shareho!ders Under the circu mstances, we adopt a
model applymg short-run a\'mdcd costs which we believe represents a

conservative approach to pricing revenue cycle services.

-12 -
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In the future, we may take a different approach. Inrecognition that
market prices are generally considered to be based on long-run marginal costs,
we belicve the costing method we adopt today will rcc]uife modification if
compelition is to develop over the longer term. We are currently constrained in
_ our ratemaking approaches pursuant to cost shifting and rate frecze provisions of
AB 1890 in effect duﬁng the transition pcriod. During the post-transition period,
however, such constraints fall away. Accordingly, we herein direct Applicants to
includé in théirrlémlar)' 15, 1999 ‘a'pialicatian for post-transition period
ratcmakmg proposals for more com plete revenue cycle services unbundling at
rates which appro\amate those hkely to pre\'all in a sustainable competitive
market, specnf:cally those set at Iong run marginal costs or some va riation whlch
includes all costs which would be mcurred over the long-run to provide the
service. : | |

“In the nieantime, we re,ect fully-a]located cost melhodologlos and
mstcad adopt a version of avoided cmts for establishing revenue cycle services
credits. Having detérmined that an avoided cost approach is generally
appropriate, we must still resolve a number of outstanding disputes with regard

to which costs we should assume the utilities may avoid.

1.  SDG&E’s Methodology
As described earlier, SDG&E presented an avoided cost

methodology which differs from those of PG&E and Edison in certain aspects.
The most significant of these is SDG&E’s assumption that some share of labor
costs are avoidable at all levels of market peénetration. The assumption rests ona
view that management should be prepared to change business practices in ways
which re-deploy labor Edlson opposes the assumphon on the basis that SDG&E
has provndcd no 0\'lanC0 to demonstra te the flexibility of labor resources at low

levels of market penetrahon, behe\'mg that changes in business practices will

13-
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involve additional costs which would swamp any associated savings. PG&E and

Edison assume that no overhead costs arc avoidable.
‘ In calculating avoidable costs, SDG&E assumes 100% market

penetration and then adjusts t_hé credit to account for lower estimated levels of _
market penetration. Edison and PG&E assumed less than 10% penetration, an
assumption which TURN/UCAN —b'e]ic-\'es is a “self-fulfilling prophecy” because
the resulting credit would danipeh cox’nﬁétition

We adopt the avoided cost method SDG&E presented here.
We find Ihat it recognizes the cost eavmgs a utility may and should avoid with
conscientious management a feature which reflects the behavior of succossful
firms subject to market dlscnphne The method also recognizes the effects of
changing levels of market penetration which we are convinced affect the savings
" the utility may achieve. We adopt the method for all three utilities because it is
\\'ell-511}1}5ortéd and conceptually sound. Applying it only to SDG&E would
penaliz’é SDG&E for presenting an approach that is most responsive to the
Commission’s objective of promoting competition in revenue cycle services
markets. We note that, altliough we adopt SDG&E's methodology, the resulting
credits for cach Applicant will differ according to their own costs and
circumstances. Our adopted credits are set forth in Appendix A.
We elaborate below on specific related issues, some of which
are not directly related to SDG&E's costing approach or which address
modifications to SDG&E’s approach proposed by other parties.

2. Billing Offsets to Credits to Account for Implementation
Cosis

PG&E and Edison propose to offset their billing credit
estimates of avoided costs by amounts associated with the incremental costs of

unbundling revenucrcycle services. SDG&E did not include these billing
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implementation costs from its estimates because, as it states, it currently does not

have relevant costing information. SDG&E proposes to consider this matter in

the utilities’ § 376 filings. ,
Enron opposes offsetting the bill ¢redits by the incremental

costs of unbundling revenue cycle services. It argues that doing so creates
incorrect price sigﬁals. Ttis also concerned thhtlhrc'utilities are seekfng recovery
of such costs in Ot'_hc‘-/r proceedings. |

Ordering Paragraph 5 of D:97-05-039 directed the utilities to
ﬁl_é these applications in order to explore “the net cost savings fésultiﬁg when

”

billing, metering, and related services are provided by another entity. V'fh'e use
of tlic‘term “net” in this coﬁté'xi can only niean those cost savings which result .
after other costs have been réhm\'ed from the calculation. We da not share
" Enron’s concerns that offsets to credits which reflect the costs of unbundling will
compromise the creation Of.appr’(')pfiaite price signals. To ih'e'cohti‘a‘ri*, such costs
must be reflected in rates (or s’eri‘iceifeés to ESPs) in order for the rates to reflect
the true cost to society of the unbundled offering. ‘This is consistent with Enron’s
position that all other utility costs should be reflected in rates or credits. In fact,
we are concerned with the notion that the general body of ratepayers should
assume the costs of modifying thé infrastructure to unbundle revenue cycle
services, as Edison and PG&E are apparently proposing in their § 376
applications and elsewhere. Nortwi’ths"tauding our concern, we leave that matter
to other proceedings. | |
Enronis corfec‘t, however, that costs recovered pu rs_uanl to
our order today should notbe recovered twice, in other rates as the result of
action in other forunis. To the extent the utilities seck fuhding in other
prOfécdinés‘, we expcét';thén\— to éxPl;iiﬁ('hoi\" revenue cycle services costs for

which they seek recovery ate or are not already recovered in other fees or rates.
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If they do not meel this burden, we will consider the costs to be unreasonable for
ratemaking purposes. i

We do not adopt the billing offsets proposed by Edison and
PG&E although they may reasonably reflect the incremental costs of unbundling
revenue cycle services. Instead, we will allow the UDCs to recover these costs in
service charges to ESPs. PG&E, Edlson, and SDG&E should file an advice letter
within 20 days of the effective date of this order setting forth the level of service
fees for a partial (:md full) consolidated ESP blllmg In the advice letter filing,
utilities must deﬁrl) present the ménu of service fees for parhal and full
consolidated lnl_lmg services to énsure that ESP's undertakmg full consolidated”
billing are not being charged for sérvices not fe_ceivéd. Bég_ause we do not adopt
specific fees in this deéisi@;y Energy I?i\}isiox\ is directed to conduct a workshop
aftter the service fee advice letters are submitted in order t6 discuss the proposed
fees. Based on that workshop, Energs' Division should prepare a resolution
regarding which fees and associated charges are réaéohable. ‘We state here that
we do not intend to allocate these to the general body of ratepayers as a matter of
fairness and consistent with sound pricing princi-ples.

3.  Working Cash |

Enron and TURN/UCAN propose that revenue cycle services
credits reflect improved working cash for the utilities. Enron assunies working
cash will improve bctau’se the utilitics will receive cash as security deposits from
ESPs offermg revenue cycle servlces As Edison and SDG&E observe, however,
ESPs need uot (and apparentl)' have not thus far) provided cash deposits to the

utilities, mstead opting to provlde non-cash securities. Evenif an ESP did

provide a cash deposit, the utility would be required to provide intérest on the

deposit, o_ffsctt'ing.any ﬁdtehtial benefit to working cash. "\-Vorking c¢ash effects

will not be inclhiuded in the RCS credit calculation.
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4. _ Uncollectibles
TURN/UCAN argue that although the utilities’ uncollectibles

risk may not change, the revenue impact will. TURN/UCAN provide an
example to show that when a custonier who is a poor credit risk is returned to
thé utility from the ESP for nonpayment, the ESP will have assumed the loss
already. | .
W.e_ agree with Applicants that uncollectibles rates are not -
likely to improve markediy because ESPs are not likel}' to market their revenue
c’yélc services to a broad cross-section of utility customers, but instead to larger
and more creditworthy customers. Nevertheless, the utilities are likely to sce
some improvements in their uncollcdiblc's réti:s. SDG&E‘S uncollectibles
calculalion_indude.: an estimate of lﬁe uncollectibles benefit in the revenue c’ycle‘
services credits. While it may err on the side of being too high, as Edison’
observes, SDG&E’s assumption is superior to an assumption that no cost savings
will occur, as PG&E and Edison propose. We adopt SDG&E’s methods for
calculating avoidable costs for uncollectibles for all three Applicants in all
relevant categories.

s, Segmenting Customer Groups By Rate Schedule

Applicants s‘egmeﬁtéd customers according to rate schedules

for meter services, meter reading, and meter ownership. For bill‘ing-and
payﬁlonls credits, Edison segimented customers according to size. PG&E
segmented customers by rate schedule. SDG&E segmented customers according
to whether they are residential or nonresidential. No party objected to these
proposals which were originally presented in Phase 1 of this proceeding. We

‘adopt them here.
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6. _ Full and Partial ESP Consolidated Billing
As stated carlier, we adopt SDG&E's method for valuing each

revenue cycle services credit. However, at this time, we only adopt the credits
for partial consolidated billing. We direct the utilities to use the credits of partial
consolidated billing for full consolidated billing services. This means the credits
should assume some savings in labor and supervisor costs and uncollectibles
costs. Each utility ﬁla'y recover for ongoing unbundling costs by way of service
fees to be dcvcloped by way of advice letter, as we have stated.
7. Meter Ownership Credits
For ¢ustomers who purchase their own meters, SDG&E

proposes to value existing meters which may be reused based on “replacement
cost new less de-pr'ec‘i':\tion:_" ‘(RCN.LD"). Edison and PG&E use the same basis for
their calculations except that thé)' subtract the cost of restocking the meter,
attributing little or no salvage value to the meter. ORA and SDG&E believe this
adjustment is appropriately a cost associated with industry restructuring.
TURN/UCAN also believe Edison and PG&E undervalue existing meters. The
CEC and SDG&E take issue with the factor that PG&E and SCE apply to the
RCNLD meter value to reflect an assumption that returned meters will
outnumber new meler installation. We concur with the parties’ observations that
Edison and PG&E undervalued existing meters and inappropriately assume that
reusable meters will have to be discarded even at market penetration less than
10%. We adopl SDG&E’s method for valuing meters.

~ Enron proposes this credit be based on the net book value of

Edison’s meters, a method which Applicants argue overstates the value of the

meter because insta_lla'tior\ c'qsts,' which are sunk and therefore not avoidable, are

included in the book value of the meter. Enron’s proposed nteter ownership -

credit assumes costs related to installation which are not avoided when a

~18-
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customer stbps subscribing to the utility service. Consistent with our views
regarding SDG&E's methodology generally and our finding that only avoidable
costs should be included in revenue cycle services credits, we apply SDG&E's
method for calculating meter ownership credits to all three Applicants.-We note
that this method does not distinguish between the circumistance where the

customer purchases the nieter in an existing location or a new location, a matter

which we address more fully in a subsequent section on new meter instatlations.

8.  Meter Reading Supervision Costs as Seml-variable
SDG&E treats supervision ¢osts as "semi-variable” rather than-

“variable” because it assumes that one of its ten supervisor’s time is not avoidable :
until 10% market penetration is achieved. ORA notes that SDG&E's assumplion -
that the market penetration level is 10% before one supervisor ¢an be redeployed
for other activities implies that all ten of its supcr‘visors_ are now fully occupied.
- The presumption is that any growth in the number of custoniers in its service
area would require the addition of an cleventh supervisor. SDG&E did not
demonstrate that this is the case. Nor did SDG&E demonstrate that as a
supervisor's time is reduced below full-time, redeployment of its fractional
workload to other activities could not occur. ORA also notes that if a utility that
is larger than SDG&E elhploys more than ten meter-reading supérvisms,
redeployment of a supervisor could occur at a lower market penetration level
than the 10% used by SDG&E. Therefore, ORA recommends treating
meter-reading supervision time as a variable cost, which recommendation
SDG&E does not dispute in principle. We agree with the principle that the
utilities should creatively manage their business praclices to reduce costs. We |
adopt SDG&E’s semi-variable assumption for supervisory costs since penetration -

levels are below 10%. Howvever, with higher market penetration levels, we will
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treat supervisory costs as variable so that the credits reflect all avoidable costs

and will expect credit u}ﬁalos to reflect this assumption.

9. Market Penetration Assumptions
SDG&E proposos that credits vary mcremenlally according to

pcnelmhon levels. SDG&E shows ¢redit levels for every 10% increment of
penetration bétween 10% and 100%. Accordmgly it recommends that each
utility updalc its Credits when the penelrahon ]evels exceed 10%. T the hrst
year, SDG&E recommends that the Commission requnre the uhlmes to assume

that pene trahon is random, that i lS, that ESPa wnll not iarget or acqmre certain

subsets of cuslomers L
We direct the utilities to updaté fhéif credits wheh RCS

penetration levels exceed the 10% thresho!d Until that time or until a CPUC
decision modifies the credit method altogelher, the credits shown'in Appendnx A
will be in effect.
C. Updates to Adopted Credats

\‘lost partles generally agree that the Credlts adopted here should be
updated annually. ORA recommeiids the methodology and the numbers should
" be reviewed apnually. SDG&E, Enron, and PG&E agree that the methodology
should rcmaih intact but that the numbers be adjustéd to reflect changes in
revenue cycle services market penetration. Unlike the other parties, Cellnet
suggests the ¢redits remain u nchanged through the transition period so that ESPs
may rely on those credits in determiniﬁg the wisdor of investments in their own
billing and metering systems. UC/CSU/DGS cautions that too many rate
changes may contnbute to customer confuqon |

We do not mtend to revisit the melhodology adopted here in the
near fulure While the pamcs may dispute its relevance, it is fair and recogmzes

all avoidable costs in the near to medium term. Accordingly, we intend to retain

-20-
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the method through the transition period. We will, however, make adjustments
to the rates to rcﬁccl market penetration adjustments when they exceed 10% and
include the significant changes in net cost assumptions that we have cited
elsewhere in this decision. In response to Cellnet's concern that we retain the
credits through the transition period, we comnient that Cellnet secks market
price stability that does not exist in conipetitive markets. We are not convinced -
that we should keep revenue cycle sor\'iées credits artificially stable for lhe
purpose of reducing ESPs’ investment risks. We will conduct such a review |

annually as the parties suggest and hercm direct the utilities to file updalts in

their respeclive Revenue Adjuslmen_t Proceedings beginning in 1999.

D.  Ratemaking Effects

The unbundling of revenue cycle services has implications for
ratethaking actounliﬁg during the transition period. PG&E proposes that in
order to assurc it does not unjustly recover the amownts it offers in revenue cycle
services credits, its Transition Revenue Account (TRA) be modified to provide for
“a credit entry equal to the recorded amount of revenue cycle services credits
given to customers for revenue cycle services provided by entities other than
PG&E.” This is consistent with our view of the purpose of the TRA and the
revenue ¢ycle services credits. All three Applicants should modify their
accounting to accomplish the type of offset PG&E proposes during the transition
period, consistent with the mechanisms we have adopted for each in the

streamlining orders and subsequent resolutions.

IV.  Issues ldentified in D.98-07-032 for Final Resolution in Phase |I
12.98-07-032 tentatively resolved several issues for final resolution here,

discussed below.
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A.  New Meter Installations
ORA, TURN/UCAN and Eunron propose that the utilities segment

the meter ownership credit for new installations where a utility meter is never
installed. TURN/UCAN observes that the practice of automatically providing a
meter as part of the service extension is anti-competitive and harmful to direct -
access. Currently, the meter does not permit time-of-use calculations, isnot
charged to the customer and is included in the utility’s ratebase. According to
TURN/ UCAN,ORA, and Enron, this regulator)" convention discouragés
customers from purchasing their own meters, from installing meters which are
compatible with direct access, and creates a disadvantage to utility competitors.
TURN/ UC AN recommends that customers of new installations be required to
choose their meters and to pay for the cost of that meter directly to the provider.
TU RN/ UCAN observes that the result will be to reduce regulated ratebase and -
to eliminate prospects for stranded investments in utility nieters. TURN/UCAN
recommends that the implementation of changes to the rules for néw installations
and related changes to line extension allowances be accomplished by way of the
“flow-through” mechanism adopted in D.97-12-098 in the line extension
proceeding. TURN/ UCAN belicves this mechanism anticipated exactly the type
of regulatory change it recommends here. More specifically, TURN/UCAN
recommends the Commission find that the revenues associated with the
newly-competitive revenue cycle services do not support line and service
extensions. UC/CSU/DGS concur with TURN/UCAN on this issue.

PG&E replies that the Commission does not have a record here to
adopt a credit for new installations. It also believes the issues are more
appropriately addressed in the line extension proceeding where we have
considered the amounts developers should receive for installing their own

meters. SDG&E believes that meter installation costs are not related to the
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costing issues ideittified for resolution in this proceeding, observing that all new
construction customers are affected by meter costs regardless of whether they
subsequently choose the u.tilit)' or an ESP to provide the meter. Edison observes
that somie of TURN/UCAN's related proposals raise issues that are not,
adequately addressed in the record.

The existing practice whereby the utility credits developers for a
share of their costs for new installations or provides a standard meter at no cost
which is then rate based is pot;ﬁtial]y anti-conipetitive for the reasons
TURN/UCAN cites. TURN/UCAN has made a compelling. case in favor of

chaﬁging existing practices from a policy standpoint. The impli;éiio‘ns’ of

TURN/UCAN's proposais, however, are too complicated to resolve with the -

record before us. Consistent with the scoping ménio in this proceeding, we will
not “change such things as the way that the applicants charge for providing and
installing meters.” We will, however, take the epportunity to state our intent to
review existing practice in the near future. We will direct Applicants to propose
in the line extension proceeding (R.92-03-050) changes to the line extension rules
and related ratemaking arrangements to eliminate any competitive advantage
provided to incumbent utilitics. In addition, Applicants should propose changes
to the calculation of “net revenues” as that term is used to calculate line and
service extension allowances so that those net revenues do not include revenues

associated with unbundled revenue cycle services.

B. Gas Meter Reading Credits
In D.98-07-032, we left open the question of whether the Applicants

should create a credit for circumstances in which the ESP would read the gas
meters of dual commodity ulilities (PG&E and SDG&E). The parties weie
divided on the wisdom of creating a credit here while the Commission

considered the broader issues in its natural gas rulemaLu‘lg, R98-01-011. W¢ fmd

-23.
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that it would be premature to order a credit at this time and defer to the matter in

R.98-01-011.

C. De-Averaging Credits by Geographic Areas

Applicanlé propose de-averaging revenue cycle services credits
according to geographic arcas. They obseive de-averaging will recognize that
different customers impose different costs on the system. They also believe that
failure to undertake some de-averaging will permit competitors to “cream-skim”
by soliciting business from customers who cost the least to serve but whose
credits do not recognize these lower costs. CCUE supports geographic
de-averaging.

‘ Enron objects to geographic de-averaging, mainly on the basis that

underlying rates are set based on averages. As a result, de-averaging \\"illjf:
| according to Enron, requiré that the utility charge an average rate for its own
bundled customers and a de-averaged rate for unbundled customers. Enron
argues the result is contrary to AB 1890 which requires that direct access
customers pay the same as bundled customers for utility se‘_t\"icc. Enronis
concerned that ESPs would be saddled with the burden of calculating as many as
five different rates for their custorners while the utilities need only cal¢ulate one.

TURN/UCAN also argue that the Commission should not adopt
dc-a\'eraging proposals, believing the utilities have failed to support them.

TURN/UCAN cites previous Commission decisions rejecting rate de-averaging

roposals in favor of a more cautious approach. Farm Bureau and CCN join in
} .

opposition to geographic de-averaging for similar reasons. While not objecting to
de—avem’gin’g on a conceptual basis, UC/CSU/DGS also believe the Applicants’
proposals are weak.

The utility proposals for geographic de-averaging more accurately

reflect costs than averaged credits or rates and would accordingly promote

-24-
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economic efficiency for that portion of rates subject to de-averaging.
De-averaged rates would discou rage competitors from facusing their market
cfforts on customers whq'se'mlcs are set sm}bstanlially above costs. In these ways,
de-averaged rates are consistent with our economic policies generally. -
Nevertheless, we are concerned that de-averaging a portion of the utilily’s rates
in a piecemeal faﬂuon could undermine any gains in cconomic efficiency. In this
case, high cost customers would receive ]arger credits, thereby effectively
reducmg their distribution rate to a level below that of a customer.who is less
expensive to serve. Therefore, although de-averaging revenue cvcle services
provldes more accurate prices, it concurrently creates the opposite effect with
respect to distribution rates. At this time, therefore, we reject utility proposals to
de-average.

For periods in the post-transition p'cribd, we intend to adopt some
form of geOgraphic deaveraging which does not present the anomalies which
would result from deaveraging revenue cycle services in isolation and during
this period when Ouf-ralemaking authority is so circumscribed. We therefore,

direct the Applicants to propose geographic deaveraging for revenue cycle

services and other distribution services in their January 15, 1999 applications for

ratemaking in the post-transition period.
V.  Conclusion

We herein adopt a costing model for cach of the Applicants which is
genérally based on the methodology proposed by SDG&E in this proceeding.
The resulting revenue cycle services credits for PG&E and the rate schedule
mappings for SDG&E and SCE aie presented in Appendix B. The adopted
billing c_rcdits' exclude the cost offsets proposed by PG&E and Edison for cach

category and modify the assumptions of Edison and PG&E as set forth in earlier
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portions of this decision. We also rcject proposals for geographic rate
de-averaging of meter reading credits at this time.

We recognize that the adopted costing principles and credits are not
“perfect. We approximate prices that might otherwise be set in a competitive
market using analytical tools which are at best imprecise and which fail to
recognize the dynamic and unpredictable nature of unregulated markets.
Nevertheless, we believe the credits we adopt today 1‘0a§011abl)' reflect the

wtilities’ costs and will serve as adequate price signals in revenue cycle services

markets for the foréseeable future with the épplicable adjustments to recognize

changes in market penetration. _Wé have also stated our intent to modify these
pricing methods for the period following the rate freeze.and will proceed to

cons:der such modlflcahons in 1999,

Flndmgs of Fact
1. D.97-05-039 and D.98-02- 111 stated an intent to develop costing methods

for revenue cycle services which reflect ¢osts which are actually avoided or
avoidable by the utility.

2. Fully-allocaled costing methods, as proposed herein, would require cost
shifting to the general body of ratepayers or losses by utility shareholders.

3. Revenue c ycle services exhibit cconomies of scope which suggests
providers of such services rﬁéy recover fixed costs by way of prices for related
services.

4. SDG&E’s avoided cost methodology recognizes opportunities for utilities
to avoid certain types of labor costs, reflecting the behavior of successful firms

subject to market discipline. As market penetration increases, supervisory costs

fall.
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5. The billing offsels to revenue cycle services credits proposed by Edison and
PG&E may reasonably estimate the incremental cost to thie utility of providing
the revenue cycle services.

6. The Applicants are likely to sce some imprd\'eﬁ\cnté in uncollectibles rates
and working cash balances when customers migrate to the revenue cycle services
of ESPs.

7. Existing meters have some sa,l\'hgé \'alué,

8. PG&E's ‘pibpos’al for réc’ognizinjg the accounting effects of revenue cycle
services credits 'du"rinjg the transition ﬁeriéd is consistent with our past decisions
regarding ratemaking dﬁrin‘g the transition period. |

9. Existing line extension rules is the appropriate foram for reviewing the
regulatory andfatéri‘inkihgﬁ treatment of n_"né_ter’ insfallatiOJES'ai new locations.

- 10. The recc)r_d in this proéce_dihg does—ndt'prox'idc enough information to
resolve issues relating to how to‘changqe 'existing line extension rules affecting
competitive markets and how changes should be impieniénted.

1. It _i-s premature to order the utilities to create revenue cycle services credits
for gas nieter reading, a matter which is under consideration in R.98-01-011.

12. Geographic de-averaging of revenue cycle services credits generally
reflects the costs of serving customers according to the characteristics of their
location and thereby discourages ESPs from marketing to customers whose
revenue cycle services are higher than costs. When overlying rates are based on
average ¢osts, however, the effect of de-avera ging revenue cycle services credits
is to create greater discrepancies between the rate for distribution service and the

cost to provide it. Ratclﬁakilig mechanisms to compensate for this would be

unreasonably cumbersome.

Z27.
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Conclusions of Law
1. The Commission should order the applicants to implenient the revenue

cycle services credits using SDG&E’s methodology for the reasons set forth

herein.
2. In their tariff filings, the Applicants should presenl updated revenue cycle

services credits when penetration rates exceed the 10% estintate. .
3. The Commission rejects Applicants’ prop05als for geographic de-averaging

of meter reading credits.

4. Durihg the transition period, each utility should account for the

mteﬁlaking effectq of revenue cycle services credits by increaSing the amounts
| available for the Competmon Transition Charge (CTC) consistent with
Commission orders and resolutions addressmg ratemakmg during the transition
period, as proposed by PG&E. |

5. The Commission should direct each Appllcant to propose in R.92-03-050
changes to line extension rules and related ratemahng wlnth would eliminate
any conmpetitive advantage the utility may have under ekiStiﬁg rules in markets |
for new meter inétallatioliS, and \\'hi'ch‘\\'Oulcl remove revenix‘es associated with
unbundled revenue cycle services from the "net re\'enueé" used to calculate line
and service e)l'ten_sion‘allowanées. The prOposedﬂc"hanges should (1) exclude the
‘meter costs Em'cl associated revenues from the calculation of tl\e allowance and
(2) demonstrate how the uhhty would remove RCS-related revenues from the
distribulion revenues curre ntly used to calculate the extension allowance, prior
to dividing the’ net reventes’ ' by the cost of service factor.

6. With the e\ceptlom set forth herein, the Con\nnSsmn should affirm and
formally adopt the hndmgs of D.98-07-032 with regard to blllmg system

modifications reqmred to implenient the provisions of thls order.
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ORDER

IT 1S ORDERED that: |
1. Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison
Company (Edlqon), and San Dicgo Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) shall file”
tariffs within 20 da)'s of the effech\'c date of this order whlch 1mplemenl the
credits adopted in Appendix A of this order. ‘

‘2. PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E shall file advice letters within 20 days to
implement service fees for billing services. Energy Division shall cbnd;i'c’t a
workshop and prepare a résolution for Commission consideration addressing
these service fees. o .

3. Except as set forth in this decnslon, the pl’O\’lSIOHS for unbundlmg révenue
cycle services adopted conditionally in Dec:snon 98- 07-0?2 are adoptcd

4, I’G&E, Edison, and SDG&E shall credit the:r respective accounting
mechanisms in place during the transition ’pefic}d to reflect the effects of revenue
~ cycle services credlts, consistent with Commnssnon orders and resolutions
guiding mtemang and accounting during the | transition period identified in
provisions of AB 1890

5. If the market penctration for any revenie cycle service exceeds 10%, or any
increntent of 10% thereafter, the utility shall, in its subsequmt Revenue
A_llocal;on Proceeding application, shall propose changes to that revenue cycle
service credit which reflects changes in market penetration and costs, as set forth

herein. |
6. No later than December 1, 1998, PG&E, Edison, and SDG&E shall file in

R.92-03-050, proposed changes 6 line extension rules consistent with this

decnsnon |
7. PG&E Edlson, and SDG&E shall include in their January 15, 1999

applications for ratemaking durmg the post-transition period proposals (1) to

<29 .
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Conclusions of Law
1. The Commission should order the applicants to implement the revenue

cycle services credits using SDG&E's methodology for the reasons set forth
herein.
2. In their tariff filings, the Applicants should present updated revenue cycle

services credits when penetration rates exceed the 10% estimate.

3. The Commission rejects Appllcanls proposals for geographic de-averaging

of meter reading credits.

4. Durihg the transition period, cach utility should account for the

mten{aking effects of revenue cyde services credits by increasing the amounts
-available for the C ompehtlon Transition Charge (CTC) consistent with
Commission orders and resolutions addressing ratemal\mg durmg the transition
period, as proposed by PG&E.

5. The Commission should direct each Applicant to propose in R.92-03-050
changes to line extension rules and related ratemakiﬁg which would eliminate
any competitive advantage the utility may have under existing rules in markets
for new meter installations, and which would remove revenues associated with
unbundled revenue cycle services from the "net revenues” used to calculate line
and service extension allowances. The proposed changes should (1) exclude the

meter costs and assoc:ated revenues from the calculation of the allowance and
(2) demonstrate how the uhht) would remove RCS-related revenues from the
distribution revenues currently used to calculate the extension allowance, prior
to dividing the "net revenues” by the cost of service factor. '

6. With the exceptions set forth herein, the Commission should affirm and
formally adopt the findhgs of D.98-07-032 with regard fo billing system

modifications required to implement the provisions of this order.
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unbundle revenue cycle services and price them at long-run marginal costs or

some reasonable proxy, and (2) to undertake geographic deaveraging of revenue
cycle services and other distribution services, as set forth in this decision.
8. These consolidated procoedmgq are closed.

This order is effective today.
Dated September 17 1998, at San Francnsto, Cahforma

» RICHARDA BILAS
- s President
P, GREGORY CONLON-
JESSIE J. KNIGHT, JR.
HENRY M. DUQUE
JOSIAH L. NEEPER
Commiissioners
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Mapging of Customer Group ko Rewesen!am PGRE Rz‘e Schedule
Cudlomet Grovp PGAE Rute schediite
Residental, straight register, 1-phase E1
Residensal, TOU , £1
Commaertial, under 20 KW, straighl register, I phase Al sing's prase

" Commmrtial, undet S0 Y, eiuighl register, 3 phase Adpolyptase
Comenercial, ynder 500 kW, TOUCR Af sngle prase
Indusisial, cver 500 KW, TOU R E-6tm

SOGAE: March 9, 1953; 8p¢ 15 supplemental

SCE: Seplerbder 1, 1958 upda'e

PGAE proposal PQLE Phase 2 Opering Baef, Jure 26, 1538,
CRA: ORA Phase 2 Opening Brief, June 25, 1538, .
Enron: Enron Phase 2 Opening Brel, Jure 26, 1558,
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[ g1 rGat
tyCRA tyenma

[ o-213
¥3opd
Metes Reading .

PGRE
prposa!

CREONT CATEGCRY

residential
elactic only eustorrer
read$R
233 TOUR
read R $
read TOUOR 3

ROy
COM QOTON
QIE JNOP
L Nglig
013 & I
QY § oW

commerclial

under kW

elec¥ic daly customxt
read SR
read TOUCR

corrdined customer
w3 SR
read TOUOR $

| irhips |
LR 2R
L2 2:Re ]
f vuid 7 g
$ 02
02

-7
5182

$
on

commercial

20-500aW

leclic only customer
read SR
sad TOUCR

comtred customet
sea3 SR $
read TOUCR $ ¢

LEER |
dudve
Quox
| aiis g
¢ § oxn
£ 0N

AT7E
§7-02

industris!
> 5300 W
eleclic oaly customer
read TOUIOR
combined customer
read TOUOR

188 RN

N KA

Wapping of Cuslomer Group o Represertative PGAE Rate Schedile
Customet Group PGAE Rate schedi’e
Residental, straighl fegister, 13 at precrises €4

ResidenSal, TOUYOR, s atprecises EY

Commercial, under 20 WY, straighl regisTes, sl al pr - Ac) singe phase
Commercial, undet 23 W, TOUIOR, st¥ ot premises A8 single prase
Commercial, 20 - 500 W, straigl register, s at pee A1 poly prase
Coauneccial, 20 « SO WW, TOUCR, st at prernises A& single prase
ndustial, over SO0 WY, TOUYOR, 2@ ot premises E-X 6
NdustrF2), over 800 W, TOUIOR, nct al premises £-20 nor-m

SDGAE: Marth 9, 1988, Ape 15 supplemarntal

SCE: Seplardec |, 1593 vpdate

PGAE Juna 36, 1558: PGAE Phave 2 Opening Briel, Jone 26, 1958,
ORA: CRA Fhass 2 Opering Brizf, June 06, 1953,

Enron: Enron Phase 2 Opeaing Bael, June 26, 1568,

e 24 4
adpted propesy

e
[ 21%-R i
.3 3R]
W
NA
Ny

} 231
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e
by CRA

(End of Appendix A)
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PG&E’s Proposed RCS Credits -

ADOPTED
: : . Meter Mecter Reading iBine v
P G&E S:d;:::‘ Own:t:ship Billing and Paymcents
Manual Teleph/ Partial ESI* Full B8P
modem | consalidated billing | consoliduted billing
Dua! site Cleetric-only site Dusl | Clectric | Dual { Electric
. ~only ~only
Rate Sehydule Zones 123 Zone | Zone2 Zone3 Zowes 13 | Zones 163
Slmeter/montly | $meter/month $/meter/month ) $/account/month
E-1 $0.16 $0.09 $0.21 $044  $060  $129 S0 NA | $005 5083 $0.05  $0.83
| A7 $171 50,57 $0.21 50,44 5069  S1.20 $0.71 NA | $008  $0.86  $0.08  $0.86
L B8 $0.16 $0.00 $021 5044 5069  $129  SO.71 NA | $0.13 5092  $0.13 5092
A1 Single phase $0°16 $0.09 5022 $044 $0.73 $1.1% $0.9% NI 1T S0.04 ST 2380148140
A1 Poly phose $0.10 $0.61 $0.22 $0.44 $0.73 $1.15 $0.72 N/A $0.14  $1.23 S04  $1.40
A-6 Single phase $1.66 $0.57 $022 $0.44 $0.73 $1.15 0,72 N/A $025  $1.34  $025  $1.5!
A-6 Poly phase $1.66 $1.33 5022  $0.44 $0.73 $1.15 $0.72 N/A 5025 $1.34  $025  S1S!
| A-10 $0.90 $1.42 5022 5044 $0.73 $1.15 $0.72. NIA. | 5205  $312  $205  $329
E-19 $0.90 $1.42 $0.00 $2.29 5361 $3357 82,64 NA 89,357 810428938 $10.59
E-20 $0,90 $1.42 $0.00 $229 5261 $335  $2.64 NIA | 52651 82757 S26.51  $27.75
AG=TA $0.06 $0.61 $0.00 $1.34 $1.61 $2.28 $1.85 NA TS0t ST SeT T STAE
AG-1B 50.86 $1.42 $0.00  SL34  S$1.61  $228  S1.85 NA | $043  S1.50  $043 5167
AC-RA $1.62 $1.33 $0.00  S$134  S$1.61  $228  SL8S . N/A | $013  S120  $013  $1.37
AG-RB $0.86 . $1.42 $0.00 5134 $1.61 $2.28 $1.85 N/A 5032 5139 5032 5156
AG-VA $1.62 $1.33 $0.00 $1.34 $1.61 5228 $1.85 NA | 8014  $121 5014 - $1.38
AG-VB $0.86 $1.42 $0.00 $1.34 $1.61 $2.28 $1.85  N/A | $034 S141  $034  $1.58
AG-4 (AB,C) $0.86 $1.42 $0.00  $1.34 $1.61 5228  $51.85 N/A $0.14 5121 5014 $1.38
AG-5(A.8,C) $0.86 $1.42 £0.00 $2.57  $3.00 $4.25 $3.66 NA | $024  $131  $024  S1.48
19 (Nonfirm) $11.18 $4757 NiA NIA NiA N/A N/A $35.95 | S1ZAT SIS TSR ATTUSEA0
E-20 (Nonfirm) SN2 $4.57 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $3595 | $37.53 53860, $37.53 $38.77
LS7 N/A NA N/A NiA NiA NiA N/A NA TS0 TS0 TS 36
LS? N/A N/A NA  NA NA. NIA N/A NA | S002  $1.19  $02  $136
LS3 $0.10 $0,09 50.21 $0.40 $0.65 $1.24 $0.67 NA | S02 7 SL19 $0.02  $1.36
oLl - NIA N/A NIA  NA N/A NIA . NIA NA | $002  SLI9  S012  $1.36
TCI 50,10 $0.09 $02L°  $0.40 $0.65 $1.24 $0.67 NA | $002  SL19 042 $1.36

.

‘1Y 12 %00-11-L6°Y
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Rate Scllcduie

Meter Services

Bmlng Services

Resldential:

DR
‘DRLI
DR-TQU
DR.TOU.2
oM
oS
DT
DY-RV ‘
DSMF
EV.TQU.
EV-TOU.2
EV.TOL:3

Commercia Industrial

A .

ATC
ATOU
AD .
AY-TO
ALTOU
ALTOU
AG-TOU
ACTOU.
NJ
3
AGTOU
AVL
AV
RTP-2

Residentinl
Residentiol
Residential
Residential
Residential

Pesidential :
Residential

Resldential
Residential
Residontial

Residential '

Residential

SmComm

SmComm
SmComm
SmComm
SmComm.
SmComm.

SmComm

SmComm

LargeComm & Ind
LargeComm & Ind ’
LargeComm & Ind

LargeComm & Ind
LargeComm & Ind

LargeComm & Ind

LargeComm & Ind _

Residential
Residentia]
Residentia]
Residentjal
Residentin]
Resldentia)
Residenting
Residential
Residential |
Residential
Raesidenval
Residontial

Conwnercial

Commercia)
Commercial
Commarcia)
Commcrc:'nl .
Commercial
Commercial .
Commerciol
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commercial
Commerclal
Commercia)
Commercial

—

8 XIGN3d4Y

Nole:  RateSchedule A-V3, RTP.1, ALTO
These rate schiedule are not partof't}

U-Cand AsVé-C have no customers

e mapping,

-

currently laking services,

‘e 12 y00-11-£6"Y

o fre/n1t/00y




. -

Rate Schedule

Mélcr Servicea

Billing Services

Agricultural
PA '

PA-TOU.
PATY
Qutdoor Lighting
oLk
OL1¢C
DWL. .
oY
52
153

SmComm
SmComm

" SmComin

Rusidentinl
SmComm
Residentinl
SmComm

- SmComim  SmCommaTOw;
s

SmComm L SmCommny

Commarcin)
Comn_vcrdn!
Commercia)

Residentiol
Commercial
Residential
Commercial
Commercial

Note:  RateSchedule A-V3, RTP.1, ALTOUC and ALV,
s Twse tateschestule are not part of thur mapping,

.

6-C have no customers cunenllir taking scrvicey,

Commerciol

8 XIANZd4y

*1e 12 %00-11-£6'Y
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- Rate Schedules for Customer Groups-
Meter Ownership, Metes Services, and Meter Reading Credins

-

——— T

SO RW (noa-TOUVY _D50MW (20a-TOUY T 505 —-—._..____?c_c'________. .

O
Dars
DCARE@LY
O-CARE-APS (T-U- A7)
© CARE-E DU
O-CARZ-£.APS (D-LLE-AFS)
BPGS

DS -

OF

DE-APS

OEs

oM

OMsy

- DMS?

OMS-)

<S5

GSTP

Gasy

CS-1-AP5

G165

318

Ty
ADTU-PA-D
ADTUPAN
AGTT7ATTUTS
ADTTTAITUs3
ADTTBTPAY

PA-1-STEC-S
PAE -
PA-3-1
PA-3-$
- TPZATPSIL
TUPATAYPAL
TUPATA-2PAY
TUPA’A-T?M_
TUPATALTP)
TUPAIALTPS?
TUPAJALTUFS -
" TUPAJASTPS)
TUPATALTPS:
TUPAZASTURS -
TUPASATTUVA
- TUPAZATPS
TUPATE-TPAY -
TUrAB SR
TUPATBTUPS
nrassstUa

CADSES

ADI&FT

AL 43P
ADISLS

A LT
ADTOUS-?
ADTOUSS
ADTCUSS?
ADTUESOP-p
CR&13-1-P

= ) SR

= ANTY S

. CRSTUBRT

CRETVHLT

C CRLBEp

X1ES

CCRIRET
- sy

B e e

- CReBET

- CRLMLRS
exda?
Cxss

oxg-jaLty
CXI-TUs3p
CRLTUSAS
CRI-TUSL?
CRITURLS
{=2}73 13 213
CRINDE-S S
CRULELP26
causs
D>
CR12-5
IV rn
CRITLTSS T3
TV
CRITUSLS TS
EDEFTOUSS
EDWARDS AFa
EPCI$AT
BPOT
16E-RA-P
14-E50a$
4E5PAT

1

I14f4$
-F5-P
H-£$s
I4FST -

AT

tstp
1$1s8
15182
418
sty
147

- TOUGSS

TOUGaaas

TOUEss? rovds iy
ToULsas s mevcs sy
ToUGsisss e s

TOUCIEAPS BT G5 A58 1)

TOUGIY Aps g ACTUCS A §
56T TOUGs 87y
¥ 4

TOUGS$§

 TOUGSSaPy

TOUG3§¢p 4
O-TOU-;YJ
O-TOU
DTGV
TOL.Gsy
TOUVGS-.aps
TOU-ALMP-2
TOUPA.A
TOU-PA-AL
TCU.PA.S
TOU-2a- 51
TOU.PASCP
TOU-PA-$6p-1
TOU-PASCP2
TCU-PA.Y
m'?&l-l
TCUPANY .
TOU-PA-$-2
TOU.PA-3 A
TOU-PAIA-
TOU-PA4A)
TOU-PAA-2
TOUPA4A-3
TOU-PA4AL)
TCV-PA4L)
TOU.PA4S)
TOU-PA4RS
TOU-FA4RL
TOU-PA-S
TOWUPA-4)
TOUPAS
TOL-PASA
TCU-Pa42
TOU-PASN
TOL-PAS-IN
CE-TCU
DE-TOU.3

. GSTOU-EY-3
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A.97-11-004 et al. ALJ/ELM/mrj - .
| SCE mapping of
. « Rate Sehedules for Customer Gieups-
Meter CwnergNip, Meter Services, and Meter Reading Credits

AW ironTOD TSN (Poa 100 50 kW (2on TOD) & TOUS

145242
L6-52A-S
4-SPA.T
H4SPA-P P
HSPA-STS
SPA-T 4T
KESPA-P 5P
- JE
UESPA-TYHT
BAQL&R?
MARCH-AFY
XTPALLP
KTP-2-418
XTP-3340-T
xTr-34-2
PELS
KP-2ET
KTP-22 -
RTP2S
RTP-16S
RTP-2-T
RIP-MP
XT3
L e g0 8 B J
} m-;'{-l-?
KIPPIi4-p




 A.97-11-004 et al. ALJ/KLK/mrj® APPENDIX B '
| SCE mapPiny

Jote Sededules for Castamar Crvpr
Parnal BS2 Censclidated Billing Crediyy
N,

o _
DAPS

DoARE@LN
DCARE-APS (D-U-APS
O-CARz-E(DU-E
D-CARE-E-APS (D-LI-E-AP%)
D-PGS

DTOUEY.
DT
C-TOU}

o
DE-APS

‘DES
CE-TZU)
DE-TCU-2

. OMS1
oMs2
OMS-3
GS-TCU-EV-3

57
L~
GS-1-APS .
[~ % ¥
Tt -
oGS
TOUGS-1-APS
ALY
owh.A
Owi3
owic

S LALNTTE




A.97-11-004 et al. ALY/XLMW/erj%orioix B _
' Ste mappive of
Rate Schedules for Castewmer Groups
Putial ESP Commalidated Jidling Credi

L

TOUPA-R
TOU-PA-B
TOURASOP
TOU-PA-S0P-1
. TOU-PASOP-2
TOUPAS
TCU-PALL
TOU-PA-3-)
TOUPAS2
TOU-2A-3A-)
TOU-PASA2
TOU-PAAA-)
TOUPA4A-2
- TOU-PA<4AY
PAAALY
TOPA4B-1
TCU-PA4B-Y
TOU-PAAR)
TOU-PA43EY
TOU-PAS
ToU-PAS
TOUPAS
TOUPA4R
TOU-PASN
ToUPARIIN
TP7ArTPSY
TUPAAIPAL
TUPA?A-TPAL
TLPATA-FPAY -
NrArAITPR
TUPANAVTIS2
TCYAATUPS
TV AIASTPS)
TVPAIATTPSY
TPAPASTUPS
T TUPACATTUGA
TUPA7A20TPS
TUPATS- T PAY
TUPATS. 7PAY
VP Y TP
TUPATTTATS
TUPARTUGS

‘(Ead 6f Appendix B)-




