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PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~IMISSION O}'TIIESTATE OF CAtlFORN1A 

ENERGY DIVISIONAl: 

RESOI.UTION 

RESOI.UTION J.~-3S-t5 
JULY 2, 1998 

RESOLUTION E-3S-tS. PACIFIC GAS AND ELJ.:CTRIC CO~IPANY 
(PG,,~E) REQUESTS COMMISSION APPROVAL TO USE BILLING 
PERCENTAGES TO CALCULATE UNBUNDLED CO~IPONENT 
CHARGES FOR BUNDLED SERVICE CUSTO~IERS AND DIRECT 
ACCESS CUSTOMERS "'ITHOUT INTERVAl .. METERS. DENIED 
\VITHOUT PREJUDICE. 

BY PG,,'<E ADVICE LETTER 1770-E, DATED ~IAY 26,1998. 

Summao' 

1. On April 2, 1998, PG&E filed a Petition to Modity Decision (D.) 97-08-056. This petition is 
currently pending before the Commission. 

2. PG&E filed Advice Letter 1770-E on May 26, 1998 . 

3. EnrOll tiled a late protest on June 16. 1998. 

4. PG&E's Advice Letter addresses similar issues that are the subject ofPG&E's Petition to 
Modify. 

5. Accepting PG&E's Advice Letter would be prejudging the outcome ofPG&E's Petition to 
Modify. 

6. Enron's protest is granted. 

7. PG&E's Advice Letter I 770-E is premature and should be denied \\ithout prejudice. 

Background 

I. 0.97-08-056 required that PG&E anlOng other utilities provide unbundled bills no later thJJl 
June I, 1998. On April 2. 1998. PG&E filed a Petition to Modify 0.97-08-056 \\ith respect 
to unbundling the component charges on customers· bills beginning June I, 1998. In that 
petition. PG& E requested authority to use two methodologies to calcu1ate the component 
charges for the period fconi June I. 1~8 through the summer of 1999: a «bottom_up" 
methodology for customers \\ith interval meters. and a "(op-do\\TI" methodology for 
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customers \\ithout interval meters. PG&n tx-HCH"S that both methodologies rue consistent 
\\;th the dirC'\'tion provided in D.97·08·056 and )'kld thc samc total bill to the customers. 
1I0w\!\'cr, PG&E filed its Petition to Modify in the ewnt the Commission Hnds rO&B's 
"(op-do\\n

u 
methodolog)' inconsistent \\lth D.97·08-056. PG&E noted in its Perition to 

Modify that it would file a new advice letter in April or May to include the component 
percentages and also to indicate that it would employ the top-do\\U methodology for 
customers \\;lhout interval mt'ters. beginning June 't 1998. 

2. Pursuant to its Pdition to'Modify 0.97·08·056, on May 26, 1998. PG&B filed Advice letter 
1770·E. requesting revision to all electric tates to allow for unbundling of customer bills. In 
this Advice Letter. PG&E indicated that for the period (rom JWie 1998 through the summer 
of 1999, it would usc two nlethodologies to calculate the component charges: 

I) using the rate compOnents listed in Advice letter I 692.E, as updated by Ad\'ice 
Letter t166·E. for Hourly pX (PO\\-et Exchange) pricing Option customers and 
Direct Access customers with interval meters. and 

2) using billing percentages for Buridlt"d Sen'kc customers and Direct Access 
customers ,,;thout the interval meters. 

Notice 

l. Notice ofPG&E's AdvIce letter.1770·E was made by publication in the Commission Daily 
Calendar and by mailing copies of the Hling to adjacent utilities and interested (h'trties. 

Protests 

l. Enron filed a late protest on June 16, 1998, stating that it belic\'es PG&E's Advice I.etter "is 
in violatiOfl oft1nal Commission orders in D.97·08-056." Emon notes that PG&E originally 
proposed similar methodology in a Petition to Modify 0.97·08-056. EnrOll beHc\'cs that 
PG&E's Advice Letter is premature and cannot be granted until the Commission considers 
PG&E's petition, 

2. PG&E responded to Enton's protest on June 2St 1998, acknowledging that "it is unusual to 
submit taritl's ~fore a Petition tor Modirkation is acted upon. However, PG&E beliews it is 
in customer's best interest to have done so .. • PG&E notes that "So that customers may 
recalculate their bills. they lllUst have the intonnation in the tariO's submitted in Advice Letter 
I 770·E. Additionally, it is impOrtant for the Energy Division to be able to answer customers' 
que.stions and to help them understand how their bills are calculated. Gh'en the unusual 
circumstances and the detailed explanation PG&E has already provided the Commission in 
the Petition for Modil1cation, PG&E requests that Enron's protest be denied." 
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l. PG&E has corr~lly noted in its Ad"'ice teiter 1170-E that it has riled a Petition to Modify 
0.91-08-056 \\ith resIX",t to the billing methodologies. Ilowcver, PG&E does not 
acknowledge that the proposed methodologies in its Advice Letter 1770-E arc the same as the 
"top-do\\u" and "bottom-up" methodologies which are the subj~t of its Petition to Modify, 
Only aOer Enron filed a protest on this issue, PG&E acknowledges that it is "unusual" to 
submit tariffs befor~ a Petition for ~Ioditkallon is acted upon', PG&E is asking that its 
Advice Letter be approwd while its Petition to Modify on the same issue is pending before 
the Commission. 

2. Regardless of whether PG&E's "top-dc)\\u" nlethodo)ogy is consistent \\ith 0.91-08-056 or 
not. PG&E's Advice letter filing is ptocedurally improper. 

3. The Commlssion has a well-established process to review Petitions to Modify, of which 
PG&E is fuHy aware but has ignored in this case. If the Energy Division (ED) acts on . 
PG&E's Advice Letter before a decision is rendered on the Petition to Modify, it would be 
prejudging the outcome ofPG&E's petition and violating the requirements of Sed ion 1708. 
Surely, PG&E is aware of the conniet that such action would cause. PG&E's argument that 
the infomlation in Advice letter 1710-E is necessary for eustorners to recalculate their bills 
and important to the ED in answering customers' questions regarding their bills doe.s not 
justify deviating from the process established for revie\\ing Petitions to Modify. PG&E has 
no basis for assuming that the Commission "ill approve its Petition to Modify. PG&E's 
Ad\'iCe letter is premature, duplicative and should be denied \\ithout prejudice based on 
procedural grounds. Enron's protest should be granted. 

Findings 

l. PG&E tiled a Petition to Modify 0.97-08-056 on April 2, 1998, requesting authority to 
calculate component charges for customers \\ithout interval meters based On a bill percentage 
method. This petition is currently pending before the COlllrilission. 

2. PG&E filed Advice Letter 1770-E on May 26, 1998, addressing the unbundled bills as 
requested in-its Petition to Modify 0.91-08-056. 

3. EnrOll tiled a late protest on June 16. 1998. PG& E tiled a response on June 25, 1998 . 

.t. Accepting PG&E's Advice Letter would prejudge the outcome ofPG&E's Petition to 
Modify. 

e I PG&E's response (0 Enron's protesl, dated June 2S, 1998 
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5. PG&E's Ad\'iC'e Letter I 710·E is premature and should be denied \\ithout prejudice . 

6. foron's protest should be gr.mted. 

Therefore it is onJered thaC: 

I. PG&E's Ad\ice Letter 1710·E is denied \\ithout prejudice. 

2. Enron's protest is granted. 

J. This Resolution is effective today. 

I certify that the foregoing resolution was duly introduced, passed. and adopted at a con(erence of_ 
the Public Utilities COininissior\ of the State of California held on July 2. the fol1o\\ing 
COJ'nmissioners voting favorably thereon: 
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Richard A. Bilas. Pre.sident 
P. Gregory Conlon 

Jessie J. Knight, Jr. 
. Henry M. Duque 
Josiah L. Neeper 

Commi ssioners 


