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RESOLUTION

RESOLUTION E-3582. PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY (PG&E),
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (SCE), AND SAN DIEGO
GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY (SDG&E) FILED TARIFES IN RESPONSE
TO ORDERING PARAGRAPH (OP) 2 OF DECISION (D.) 98-09-070 TO
ESTABLISH SERVICE FEES APPLICABLE TO ENERGY SERVICE
PROVIDERS (ESP) OFFERING CONSOLIDATED BILLING. APPROVED
AS SUPPLEMENTED WITH MODIFICATIONS.

BY ADVICE LETTERS 1811-E (PG&E) AND 1338-E (SCE) FILED ON
OCTOBER 7, 1998, ADVICE LETTER 1129-E (SDG&E), SUPPLEMENTS
1811-E-A (PG&E) AND 1338-E-A (SCE) FILED ON OCTOBER 21, 1998.

SUMMARY

By the Advice Letter (AL) filings and supplements named above, Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E), Southem California Edison Company (SCE), and San Diego
Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) request approval for tarifls establishing service tees
applicable to Energy Service Providers (ESPs) to recover the recurring costs associated
with consolidated billing (i.c. costs which are ongoing and vary per ESP or pet service
account). ESP consolidated billing is the billing option whereby an ESP bills its own
customers for UDC charges as well as ESP charges. PG&E and SCE also proposed
service fees to recover costs incurred to process meters relurned by ESPs. SDG&E
proposes to include routine incremental costs in Public Utitities (PU) Code Section 376
recovery rather than as fees to ESPs.! SDGXE instead recommends charging ESPs
service fees only for exception secvices. Exception services are duplicative or additional
services required by the ESP that impose extra costs on the UDC.

2. Ordering Paragraph (OP) 2 of Decision (D. )98 09-070 directed the wtilities to file Advice

Letters by October 7, 1998 to implentent service fees for ESP consolidated billing
services. PG&E and SCE complicd b) filing ALs 1811-E and 1338-E respectively based
on their billing cost ofisel proposals in Application (A.) 97-11-004 and A.97-11-011. In
aletter to Executive Director Wesley Franklin dated October 7, 1998, SDG&E requested
an extension until October 21, 1998, SDG&E had not included such incremental costs as
offsets to its proposed credits in A.97-12-012 and thus requested additional time and
guidance from the workshop to develop its proposal for service fees.

I [n May 1998, PGXRE, SDG&E, and SCE filed ;\.98'05-004, :\.98~05~006, and A98-05-015, respectively, to
address electric restructuring implementation costs pursuant to PU Code 376.




Resolution E-3582 January 20, 1999
Advice Letters 1811-E (PG&E), 1338-E (SCE),
and 1129-E (SDGREYKDA & %

. On Oxtoter 16, 1998, the Encrgy Division held a public workshop, as directed by OP 2,
to discuss the service fee proposals and resolve areas of disagreement among the partics.
Basad on the discussion at the workshop, PG&E and SCE filed supplements, AL 1811-E-
A and 1338-E-A, and SDG&E hiled AL 1129-E. On November 3, Encrgy Division
conducted a workshop by conference call to discuss SDG&E’s Advice Letter 1129-E.

. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E request that the tarifl’s tiled with supplemental ALs 1811-E-A
and 1338-E-A and AL 1129-E become effective on January 1, 1999 to coincide with
implementation of Revenue Cycle Service (RCS) credits to end-use customers that
choose to have such seevices provided by Energy Service Providers.

. CellNet Data Systems (CeliNet), the Utility Reform Netwoik and the Utility Consumers
Action Network (TURN/UCAN), the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), and Enron
Corporation™New Energy Véatures LL.P (EnronNEV), as well as SCE, filed protests.
These and other parties participated in the workshops. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E
responded to the protests.

. We adopt service fees applicable to ESPs for consolidated billing for all three utility -
distribution companies (UDCs). The fees for partial consolidated billing include monthly
charges per ESP and per service account. For full consolidated billing, we adopt hourly
rates for labor and materials to be recovered at cost for assistance provided by the UDC at
the request of the ESP. SDG&E shall implement its proposed exception fées. as
modified. PG&E and SCE shall implement the same exception fees as those adopted for
SDG&E. The fees proposed for credit checks and retumed meters are rejected. The
UDCs are authorized to file tarifl¥s to implement the adoptéd fees within ten days of the
cilective date of this Resolution.

. Tables attached to this Resolution summarize the following infonmation regarding the
service and exception tecs addressed herein:

o Table | - Adopted partial and full consolidated billing service tees for PGXE.
SCE, and SDG&E.

Table 2 - Adopted exception fees for PGKE, SCE, and SDG&E.

Tables 3 (PG&E), 4 (SCE), and 5 (SDG&E) - Comparison between UDC’s
proposed service fees and adopted service fees.




Resolution E-3582 January 20, 1999
Advice Letters 1811-E (PG&E), 1338-E (SCE),
and 1129-E (SDG&EYKDA X

~

* Table 6 - Comparison between SDG&E’s proposed exception fees and adopted
exceplion fees.

BACKGROUND

By D.97-05-039 the Commission ruled that ESPs would be allowed to ofter billing,
metering, and related services (referred to as "Revenue Cycle Services (RCS)™) to all
Direct Access {(DA) customers beginning January |, 1999. The decision consequently
ordered the three UDCs (PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E) to file applications to determine the
net cost savings resulting whea these RCS are provided by an ESP (Ordering Paragraph
5). Accordingly, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E filed A.97-11-004, A.97-11-011, and A 97-
12-012, respectively, in late 1997 to identify cost savings and to propose net avoided cost
credits for RCS. D.98-09-070 ruled on the phase 2 issues in that proceeding .

D.98-09-070 adopted credits for meter services, meter ownership, meter reading, and
billing and paynients applicable to DA custoniers that elect to receive these services from
an ESP. PG&E and SCE had proposed in their applications to reduce their billing and
payment credits by the incremental costs associated with unbundting billing services. As
discussed in Section HI.B.2--Billing Offsets to Credits to Account for Implementation
Costs, the Commission did not adopt PG&E’s and SCE’s proposed billing ofYsets to
cradits. Instead, it ordered the utilities to file advice letters to establish service fees for
billing services that the utilities will charge to ESPs to recover such costs.

D.97-10-087 in the DA proceeding also identified two categorics of services,
discretionary and non-discretionary. Non-discretionary would characterize "those
services tor which the Commission determines that there are insuflicient providers to
ensure customer choice.” (D. 97-10-087, Finding of Fact 22). For example, an ESP
cannot provide Partial Consolidated Billing unless there is a means to receive the UDC’s
charges from the UDC and a means to remit payment to the UDC. Therefore, ESP

* consolidated billing costs are by definition non-discretionary. Cost recovery for non-
discretionary services was deferred by the commission in the DA proceeding “until the
Commission examines the costs of providing thosc kinds of services.” (Conclusion of
Law 9). The Commiission authorized the UDCs to "book the incremental costs of
providing non-discretionary services to a memorandum account pending a Commission
decision regarding the appropriateness of such costs and possible recovery under Public
Utilities Code Section 376. (D. 97-10-087, OP 8).
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NOTICE

1. Notice of AL 1811-E, I811-E-A, 1338-E, 1338-E-A, and 1£29-E were made by
publication in the Commission’s calendar. In addition, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E served
copies of their filings on utilities and interested partics, including interested parties in A.
97-11-004, A.97-11-011, and A.97-12-012.

PROTESTS

1. OnNovember 10, 1998, ORA, TUR\‘!UCA\! CellNet, and Enron}\!l 3V fited tinely
protests to PG&E’s AL 1811-E<A and SCE’s AL 1338-E-A. Enron'NEV and SCE liled
timely protésts to SDG&E’s AL 1129-E. ORA also filed a separate protest to the original-
PG&E and SCE ALs 1811-E and 1338-E 6n October 27. SCE filed a timely résponse to
all four parties® protests on November 18. SDG&E filed a timely response to SCE’s
protest and a late tesponse to ENRON/NEV’s protest. On Noveinber 23, PGRE filed a
late tesponse to parties” protests.  Most of the issues addressed by the protests and
responses were also raised at the workshops and are discussed in full in the following
section. : :

DISCUSSION

i. PROCESS CONCERNS. Pattics at the \\orkshop qucsuomd the appropriateness of the
advice letter process for establishing billing service tees given the fact that the
Commission in 12.98-09-070 did not adopt specific Fees (slip opinion, p. 16). The service
fees tiled by PG&E and SCE in AL 1811-E-A and 1338-E-A respectively are at least
loosely based on their billing cost offset propomls But substantial dilfesences exist
between the cost ofisets to the billing services credit on the record in A, 97-11-004, et. at.
and the billing service fees liled as a result of Ordering Paragraph 2. ’

. The Commission in D. 98-09-070 did not in fact rule on the reasonableness of the cost
oflsets as proposed by PG&E and SCE. Finding of Fact 5 states that “The billing oflsets
“to revenue ¢ycle services credits proposed by Edisen and PG&E may reasonably estimate
the incremental cost to the utility of providing the revenue cycle services.”

3. The greatest discrepancy exists in SCE's proposed fees for partial consolidated billing.
The total monthly service fee per service account filed in SCE’s AL is more than
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quadruple the magiitude of the cost offset ($0.70 versus $0.16). For full consolidated
billing, SCE proposes a total monthly fee of $7.90 per acéount (more than twice as high
as the cost offset amount). TURN/UCAN comment in their November 10 protest that,
"Edison has exploited this lack of specificity in the Commission’s decision to file huge
increases to cost oilsets that make a mockery of the record in A. 97-11-011."  Likewise,
PG&E’s proposed fees for partial consolidated billing in some instances excead the
magaitude of the billing cost offsets. For example, the annual credit worthiness check
increased from $317 to $500. In its October 27 Peotest, ORA maintains that charges
proposed by SCE appear to have significant differences from the values proposed in the
proceeding leading to D.98-09-070, making their approval through the advice letter
process inappropriate.

4. While the linkage to the formal record in A.97-11-004, et. al. is weak for PG&E and
SCE, it is nonexistent for SDG&E. SDG&E’s proposed billing and paynients credit
included no cost ofisets on which to base fees. In AL 1129-E, SDG&E proposes to
include routine incremental costs in PU Code Section 376 recovery rather than as fees to
ESPs. SDG&E recommends charging ESPs service feés only for exception services.
Accordingly, SDG&E, in AL 1129-E, filed Exception Fees to apply when ESPs fail to
perform optimally of require assistance from the UDC. SDG&E had not made this
proposal on the record in the RCS proceeding. Nor did the other UDCs propose specific
fecs or cost offsets for this category of fees. Somé of these fees are also peripheral to
ESP consolidated billing.

. SCEinits November 10 protest objects to SDG&E’s proposal to recover consolidated
billing costs from all ratepayers as out of compliance with D.98-09-070. SDG&E’s
response to SCE’s protest explains, "Since SDG&E did not include incremental cost
offsets in its RCS credits, and a workshop was to be held to discuss the appropriateness of
the ESP billing service fee categories and charges, SDG&E took the opportunity to
propose which incremental ESP billing costs were justified as seevice fees and what level
or amount was reasonable.” However, as SCE aptly notes, SDG&E must file a Petition to
Modify D.98-09-070 to achieve that result.

. None of the UDCs fited service fees strictly according to costs examined in the record in
the RCS proceeding. OP 2 of D.98-09-070 clearly directs the Energy Division to conduct
a workshop foltowing submission of the service fee advice letters in order o discuss the
proposed fees. The workshop would not have been necessary if the Commission had not
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recognized some need o develop the structure of and level of service fees. Based en that
workshop, Energy Division was to "prepare a resolution regarding which fees and
associated charges are reasonable™(D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p.16).

COST RECOVERY BY FEES OR PU CODE SECTION 376 PROCEEDING. In
the RCS proceeding, the Commission ordered PG&E, Fdison, and SDG&E "to file
advice lelters within 20 days to implement service fees for billing services.™ (D. 98-09-
070, OP 2). The decision is clear about how the Commission intends the UDC t6 recover
costs related to ESP consolidated billing. Confusion arose due to parties® differing
interpretations of the DA decision and the lack 6f billing cost offsets on the record for
SDG&E. This section aflirms Conunission intent as expressed in OP 2 of D. 98-09-070
~ and addresses parties’ concerns.

PG&E and SCE filed fees in their respéctive ALs based on their billing cost ollset
proposals in the RCS procecding. SDG&E had previously requested PU Code Section
376 recovery and had thus proposed no billing cost offsets to its billing service credits in

- the proceeding leading to D.98-09-070. These two approaches have very different cost
allocation effects. PU Code Section 376 récovery would allocale ¢onsolidated billing
costs to all ratepayers, in contrast with fees charged to ESPs and perhaps ultimately,
passed along to DA end-use customers. To comport with the Commission’s stated policy
in the RCS proceeding, all three UDCs must recover ESP consolidated billing costs in
like manner. "The use of a common method will help ensure that customers and ESPs are
treated equitably throughout the state and .. prevent distortions in prices which may create
barriers to competition.” (D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 6) Allowing ESPs to ofter
consolidated billing with service fees in one UDC territory and without in another would
create uneven incentives.

The Commisston has distinguished between costs associated with allowing end-use
customers choice of generation provider, and costs associated with an ESP’s choice to
offer ESP consolidated (as opposed to UDC consolidated or dual) billing to enhance its
competitive position in the generation market. For the fonner category, i.e.. that of direct
access start up costs, the Commission ordered in the DA proceeding recovery from all
ratepayers. "Since all customess of the UDC have the ability to choose as a result of the
direct access program, it is appropriate to recover these [direct access start up] costs, to
the extent they are eligible for recovery, from all customers. To require only those that
exercise their choice to pay all the ¢osts of having choice would result in unreasonable
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service fees for non-discretionary services and would impede the eificient operations of
the market.” (D.97-10-087, slip opinion, p. 27).

10. Costs associated with ESP consolidated billing, on the other hand, are not to be treated in
the same way as direct access implementation costs. In the RCS proceeding, the
Commission took a clear stance regarding costs associated with ESP consolidated billing.

"We state here that we do not intend to allocate these [the reasonable costs associated
with billing services unbundling) to the general body of ratepayers as amatter of fairness
and consistent with sound pricing principles.” (D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 16).

. The Commiission authorized ESP consolidated billing in order to further competition in
generation markets. The Comniission previously found that parties should have
"comparable access to the generation market through inetering and billing™ and that "such
access implies faimess to all stakeholders which avoids cost shifling where, for example,
tower costs to one group do not mean stranded costs bome by another.” Accordingly, the
Commission found that competition in metering and billing is not a goal in itself but a
means to achieve effective competition in generation markets. (D. 98-09-070, stip
opinion, p. 3 citing D.96-10-074). Service fees would recover recurring costs from
parties that choose to offer consolidated bitling in order to further their competitive
position in the generation market. PU Code Section 376 recovery would instead impose
this market access burden on all ratepayers.

. By this Resolution, we adopt ESP consolidated billing service fees for all three UDCs.
We also remind the applicants of our stated policy regarding double recovery. "Costs
recovered pursuant to our order today should not be recovered twice, in other rates as the
result of action in other forums. To the extent the utilities seek funding in other
proceedings, we expect them to explain how revenue eycle services costs for which they
seek recovery are or are not already recovered in other fees or rates. If they do not meet
this burden, we will consider the costs to be unreasonable for ratemaking purposes.”
(D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 16). -

. POLICY GUIDELINES FOR DESIGN OF FEES. This section explains the criteria
by which we evaluated UDC service tee proposals and determined the design and tevel of
fees to adopt. As discussed in the previous section, ESP consolidated billing was
authorized as a means of promoting comparable access to generation markets. As such,
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fees must be designed so as to minimize barriers to entry. Our criteria are specified
below:

Adopt consistent rate desigas for service fees for each UDC so far as is possible
given operational differences. The use of consistent methods for the design of
service fees statewide is an extension of our policy as stated in the previous
section, "use of a common method will help ensure that customers and ESPs are
treated equitably throughout the state and ... prevent distortions in prices which
may create barriers to competition." (D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 6).

Establish fees that allow UDCs an opportunity, with conscientious managentent,
to recover their costs. We applied this principle when we adopted RCS credits.
As stated in D.98-09-070, "Nevertheless, we will not adopt ¢osting methodologics
or ratenmaking arrangements which do not provide the utitities with an opportunity
to recover their reasonable costs. The utilities should be indifferent to the eftects
of our adopted costing methodologies on their rales of return as long as they
conscientiously manage their operations." (D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 6).

Fees should be designed to match cost causation (e.g., charges per service acéount
vs per ESP). Another aspect of this principle from the Direct Access proceeding,
is that "Service tees should be based on recurring costs.” (D.97-10-087, Finding
ol Fact 24). The tees we adopt today are all based on recurring costs. However,
the present process for evaluating cost causation has been limited to a briel review
due to time constraints. We will evaluaté changes to lurther this policy goal as
part of future revisions to service fees in the utilities® Revenue Adjustnient
Proceedings (RAP). As stated by SDG&E in its response to Energy Division’s
Data Request No. 1, "...the Direct Access market is still very new. There are
several situations that could result in new and substantial costs or service fees
including those resulting from developments that have not yet been identitted...”

Require UDCs to at least offer the less costly option. ESPs should be givenan
opportunity to reduce their impact on UDC resources by changing the type of
transactton that they use. We also direct UDCs to addrcss lower cost altematives
in their RAP proceedings.




Resolution E-3582 ' January 20, 1999
Advice Letters 1SH-E (PG&E), 1338-E (SCE),
and 1129-E (SDG&EYKDA ¥

14. APPLICATION OF POLICY TO DESIGN OF CREDIT CHECK FEES. The credit
check fees proposed by the UDCs differ substantially from cach other. PG&E proposes
an annual fee of $500. SCE proposes a one-time credit check fee of $3335 plus a monthly
charge per ESP of $63. SDG&E proposes a one-tinic charge of $92 plus a monthly
charge of $18. SDG&E also has a ceedit check charge in its DA tarifYs for ESPs that have
no bond rating. Other credit verification activities may be reflected in some UDCs® DA
tarifts and/or Section 376 filings.

CeliNet argués in its November 10 protest, "credit checks are discretionary on the part of
the UDC (there is no Comniission requirement that UDCs perform such credit checks).
Indeed, UDCs performi credit checks of all the eatities with which they conduct
significant amounts of business and do not charge those eatities for doing so. Such
charges to ESPs would appear to be anti-competitive.” (at p. 2). CellNet’s argument
ignores some of the rate design features that may be presently necessary but we recognize
the potential for amti-competitive impacts from duplicative and/or excessive charges.

If we adopt each UDC's proposal as filed, cach ESP oftering consolidated billing
statewide would be subject to three clearly duplicative credit chéck processes and fees.
Duplicative processes and fees are inellicient and burdensome and, therefore,
unreasonable.

. One altermative would be to adopt each UDC’s tees as proposed but limit each ESP’s
responsibility to only one UDC’s credit check process. The ESP would select one ceedit
check process by initiating consolidated billing within the service territory of that UDC
first. This approach would at least eliminate much of the duplicative and least ellicieat
credit check efforts.

. However, even this level of streamlining is insuflicient to insure cost-effective credit
checking etforts for two reasons. First, by way of comparison, Experian, the former
TRW Credit Agency, olfers commetcial credit checks for $22. Secondly, credit
worthiness is actually an existing DA issue. ESPs are right now doing partial
consolidated billing. UDCs have not deémonstrated that credit check processes are
required in this forum as well as the DA proceeding?2. Therefore, we reject the service
fees for credit checks filed by ail three UDCs.

2 We reiterate Commission policy, as anticulated in D. 9‘7-05-0_39. with respect to ccedit worthiness .
requirements applicable to ESPs offering partial or full ¢consolidated billing. “Because the energy senvice
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19. APPLICATION OF POLICY TO DESIGN OF FEES FOR PARTIAL
CONSOLIDATED BILLING. Notable differences exist in the UDCs' fees for support
services to accommodate partial consolidated billing. SCE proposes nonthly charges of
$0.70 per serv ice account for Value Added Network (VAN) transmission of data,
processing ESP paymeats, and collections. SDG&E filed for purposes of comparison, a
nonthly charge of $114 per ESP plus a $0.20 charge per service account for similar
activitics. PG&E proposes a monthly charge of $63 per ESP plus a $0.13 charge per
service account for activities comparable to those explicitly included in SCE’s $0.70 fee.
Also included in PG&E’s $0.13 charge are services for reverting billing option to dual,
deposit application to unpaid balance, and sending a nolification letter to the customer.
PG&E also proposes a one tinie charge for set-up in electronic data interchange (EDI1) of
$1.35.

20. \Ve stated in the previous section that sérvice fees must be designed with ¢ost causation
in mind. PG&E and SDG&E structured their fees tor partial consolidated billing to
reflect both per ESP and per service account cost causation. We must conclude that

certain activities, like collections, vary by ESP, rather than by service account. ESPs are
responsible for the bills of their end-use customers whether ESPs manage to collect or
nol. Other activities, like processing payments, should logically benefit from some
cconomies of scale (e.g. one ESP submitting payment for multiple accounts). We expect
UDCs to take advantage of every opportunity to reline their processing eilorts to reduce
costs. SCE’s per account fees do not nicet this criterion.

. Perhaps the most disturbing feature of SCE's proposed service fees is that they are
inconsistent with our décision to recover billing cost offsets from ESPs rather than netting
them out of the RCS credits. As SDG&E pointed out in response to SCE’s November 10
protest, "In fact, there is no essential difterence from a price impact perspective between
charging an ESP for each account served under ESP consolidated billing and offsetting
the avoided cost eredits with these same incremental costs." One key factor in the choice

provider utilizing bill consolidation is responsible to make the paymaents for the services billed to customers, it
is appropriate for the Jistribution company to be allowed to impose reasonable ¢reditworthiness requirements
on energy service providers utitizing bill ¢onsolidation. By reasonable, we mean ceeditworthiness requirements
that are the same as those required of a similarly-sized and sitvated customers. This may decrease the risk of
uncollectibles to the distribution company and will certainly maintain the security of the utilities revenue
stream.”  (8lip op p. 9-10).
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to substitute ESP service fees for the cost oflsets to credits, as originally proposed by
PG&E and SCE, was to allow fees for these services to vary by ESP when appropriate.

. Other problems exist with adopting SCE’s proposed fees. Partics at the October 16

" workshop questioned the Tact that SCE’s proposed fees significantly exceed those
proposed by PG&E. We recognize that the different UDCs operations may vary.
However, substantial cost difterences between two similarly sized utilities suggests room
for improvements in the higher cost operation.

. EnronyNEV, in its November 10 protest, pointed out that a primary reason for the
increase in SCE's service fees conipared with its cost offsel in the RCS proceeding is the
assumed decrease in the number of customer accounts per ESP (4,339 in the RCS
proceeding now reduced to 2,235). Fees that vary solely by service account would tend
to require relatively frequent adjustment as ESPs gain experience and expand their
customer base. SCE’s initial fee estimatés have proven to be unstable, given the potential
for growth in this relatively new market.

. SCE’s fees reflect some less optimal practices as well as some exception services. SCE,
in its response to protests explains two primary differences between its costs and those of
PG&E. "SCE assumes one payment will be received per month per service account.
PG&E assumes one payment will be received per bill cycle per ESP. The second and
more signiticant dilference is that SCE includes the ¢ost of processing EDI payment
exceptions within the $0.285 service fee® ...," whereas "it is unclear where (it anywhere)
PG&E includes similar costs for processing payment excepltions.” PG&E’s payment
processing fees reflect functions that are clearly more eflicient. SDG&E’s cost recovery
tor exception services by exception fées is preferable to allocating them to all service
accounts, as discussed in a following section.

5. PG&E’s proposed per service account fee also includes the cost of certain exception
services which would not apply to all service accounts. Specitically, the fees retlect costs
associated with reverting billing option to dual, deposit application to unpaid balance, and
sending notification letter to customer. Such costs should be bome by the accounts to
which they apply. They should, therefore, be removed from PG&E's adopted monthly

3 The $0.285 fee, SCE's propased fee for processing ESP payments. is a component of SCE’s proposed
monthty $0.7 per service account fee {sce Table 4).
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pet service account fee. PG&E’s propos:.d one-lime fee for set-up in EDl is rejcct-.d
because set-up in ED1 is a DA issue not unique to ESP consolidated billing.

26. SDG&E in AL 1129-E did not propose that seivice fees be adopted analogous to the cost
ofYsets of the other UDCs in the RCS proceading. Ia compliance with OP 2 of D.98-69-

070, SDG&E did includé Table 2 in AL 1129-E, which providés similar fees for
comparison purposes. Based on discussion dunng the November 3 conference call to
discuss SDG&B’s AL 1129-E, Eaergy Division understands that some of these cost
categories might be mingled between support for dualand UDC consolidated billing
support. Thus, we direct SDG&E to separate out any costs not associated with support’
for ESP consolidated billing, in its 1999 RAP proceedmg

. Therelore, we adopt thc fees ltor parllal consolidated blllmg as proposed by PG&E less
the per service account fees for the noted exception services, for both PG&E and SCE. 4
For SDG&E, we¢ adopt the service fees that SDG&E filed for comparison purposes in
Table 2 of AL 1129-E, with the exception of the on¢-lime and on going ESP credit
worthiness check. We also difect SDG&E, as well as PG&E and SCE as applicable, to

" remove costs associated with any related activities from PU Code Section 376 cost
recovery.

. We further direct PG&E and SCE, and SDG&E as applicable to remove any other
exceplion services costs from their adopted service fees in their 1999 RAP proceedings.
Finally, we direct the UDCs to improve their eflicieacy in support of ESP consolidated
billing. All three UDCs are directed to file updated service fees tor ESP consolidated
bilting in their next RAP proceedings that reflect such efliciency improvements as well as
better reflect cost causation.

29. Onc efliciency improvenient repeatedly cited by parties is niigration to the Internet from
VAN for EDI transactions. Parties present at the October 16 workshop expressed their
lack of support for the use of the more costly VAN transmission by the UDCs.

4 For the lime being, SCE shall implement the fees developed by and adopted for PGRE. These fees shall
apply until such time as SCE files in its RAP, and the Commission approves, a fee structuré based on SCE’s
costs which conforms to the method adopted by this Resolution.

12
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30. ORA notes in its October 27 protest that PG&E has generally stated an interest, in other
contexts, to migrate all of its EDI from VAN to Intermet. The use of the Intemet would
signiticantly reduce the per-transaction cost for EDLL

. EDI work is being done in several subgroups of the Direct Access Tarifl Working Group.
We direct partics to this process to expedite lmplemcn!almn ofmlgrauon to the Intemet
due to its long-term cost-eftectiveness. In order 16 insure that ESPs offering consolidated
billing have the opportunily to avail themselves of the least cost alternative, we will adept
a sunsel date for mandatory VAN charges. The UDCs are ordered to offer Internet
transmission with service fees that do not include VAN charges within six nionths from
today. Service fee adjustments to reflect the use of the Intemet for EDI may be filed by
Advice Letter if the timing of the 1999 RAP proceedings cannot accommodate this sunset
date for mandatory VAN charges.

. This context affords an opportunity to briefly address ORA's concern raised at the
October 16 Workshop regarding consistency between how UDCs charge ESPs versus
their retail end-use customers. We direct the UDCs in their next RAP proceédings to
show how the service fees they file are consistent with charges for comparable services
provided to end-use customers. We hold UDCs to the same standards of service for ESPs
as for their own large end-use customers.

. APPLICATION OF POLICY TO DESIGN OF EXCEPTION FEES. SDG&E in AL
1129-E proposes exceplion fees for an array of services provided when the performance
of an ESP imposes extra costs on SDG&E. Such exception services include resending
files or reports, account analysis, field inv estigation, and delayed meter data. Charging
ESPs at cost for extra assistance and/or performance that is less than optimal provides
appropriate pricing signals. SDG&E’s proposed fees are based on reasonable cost
assumptions.

. CeliNet in its November 10 Protest supporis this approach. ORA supports SDG&E’s
view that routine expenses of facilitating the competitive electric marketplace as part of
its overall costs and charges instead for excéptions, because this structure encourages
ESPs to minimize the impacts of their operations on UDCs’ operating costs.

. Some of SDG&E’s proposed exception fees, specitically those for lu.ld investigations,
delayed meter data, and required meter change are not related to ESP consolidated billing
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or the cost oftsets on the record in the RCS procwding for PG&E and SCE. These
appear to relate more closely o the prov ision of metering service. Such costs and
services are not under consideration in this forum and will not be adopted.

36. Therefore we adopt exception fees as proposed by SDG&E for all three UDCs (excluding
the noted fees not appluabl» to ESP consolidated billing). We direct the UDCs in their
next RAP to refine the service fees we adopt today for partiat consolidated billing to
[CMOVE any remaining eXce phon service costs.

. APPLICATION OF POLICY TO DESIGN OF FEES FOR FULL
CONSOLIDATED BILLING. In the Direct Access prmecdmg, a group of parties
known as the Alliance argued that "full consolidated ESP blllmg has multiple benefits for
Califomia’s electric customers. Fisst, it will introduce competition to the billing of UDC
charges. If the ESPs can calcutate UDC charges mote efliciently and at a lower cost than -
the UDC, all customérs will bénefit. Second, it will enable customers to have their ESP>
provide bills on schedules that are niere convenient Lo the customer’s needs instéad of
being tied to the timing of the UDC’s bill." (D97-10-087, slip opinion, p. 46).

. SDG&E argued in the RCS proceeding that identifyi 1ng costs associated with full
consolidated billing was not reasonable or even possﬂ)le because the option has yet to be
defined. After discussions at the workshop, participants could not agree as to what the
essential elements of Tull consolidated ESP billing are or how to appropriately design fees

for this alternative. At the October 16 workshop, the idea was raised of postponing
development of service fees for full consolidated ESP billing until such time as the scope
of this alternative is defined and the costs to both ESPs and the utilities are known.

. Inthe RCS procU.dmg, the Commiission directed the UDCs to use ¢ the credits of partial
consolidated billing for full consolidated billing services (1.98-09-070, slip opinion, p.
18). The record lacked specificity with respect to which services would be inv olvedin
full consolidated billing.

_EnronNEV in their November 10 protest strongly object to any proposal which would
remove full consolidated ESP billing as an option. Despite the Tact that the Commission
has continually ruted that it is a legitimate ESP option, Enron/NEV maintain that the
UDCs have continued to light against it, an allegation denied by PG&E. EnrorvNEV also
assert that any further discussion must start with the basic understanding that thece will be
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no reduction in available ESP billing options. We concur that the present tack of
definition in the uncharted course of full consolidated billing is not a suflicient reason to
reduce options available to ESPs. We have repeatedly ordered UDCs to ofter full
consolidated billing as an alternative for ESPs. Any UDC practice that thwarts the efforts
of ESPs to pursue this altemative constitutes a dicect violation of Commission Orders.
(D.97-05-039, mimeo, p. 9 and D.97-10-087, mimco, p. 46).

. We do not concur with Enron’s further assessment that "it is incumbent upon the UDCs
to expeditiously identify any outstanding issues which prevent prompt iniplementation off
ESP Full-Consolidated Billing." We view the market participants as capable of

2termining by practice the essential elements of this alternative.

. One primary issue aftecting the cost of full consolidated billing is whether ESPs desire to
offer it for all rate schedules. The current Tarift Rule 22 does not specilically address
partial certification for full consolidatéd billing. SCE believes that Tarfl Rule 22 would
nead 1o be modified to allow for full consolidated ESP billing certification by rate
schedule. If SCE believes that modification of Tariff Rule 22 is necessary to accomplish
this, then SCE may prompily file such changes.

Typically, commercial concerns pay for the service of having their billing performed by a
business services entily. Yet, SCE proposes a per service account fee of $7.90 to have an
ESP do its billing.

. The ternms applicable to full consolidated billing should rightfully be made by contract
between the UDC and the ESP. ESPs are ¢ncouraged to bring to our attention any UDC
ellort to impose unreasonable standards tor full consolidated billing. At this time, we
adopt the hourly rates as proposed for PGRE and SDG&E for resources required to assist
the ESPs with rates and systems. The hourly rates adopted for PG&E shall also apply to
SCE. These hourly rates apply only to assistance requested by the ESP. Billing set-up
and ongoing support charged as an hourly labor rate, and non-labor costs for billing set-
up and ongoing support at cost are réasonable so long as assistance from the UDC is
received at the discretion of the ESP.

. Enron/NEV further argue that the appropriate mechanism to resolve the issue of full
consolidated billing is a fonmal proceeding wherein the UDCs set forth appropriate tariff
language to effect (ull consolidated ESP billing and the associated costs. EnronNEV are
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concermnad about allowing the issue to be considered by the Rule 22 Group, which does
not have the benelit of a background in RCS issu¢s. We do netintend to delay
implementation by opening another formal proccading.  With the hourly rates adopted
herein, we encourage intecested ESPs to pursue full consolidated billing at once.

. RETURNED METER FEES. D.98-09-070 specifically limited the utitities® proposed
ESP charges to service fees for partial and full consolidated ESP billing, as stated both on
p. 16 (mimeo) and in Ordering Paragraph 2. We also adopted SDG&E’s methodology for
meter ownership costs, which did not include a returned meter fee. Theretore, before
PG&E or SCE can seck the institution of a retumed meter foe, it would need to petition to
modify the deciston. Accordingly, we reject PG&E’s and SCE’s proposed returned meter
tees.

COMMENTS

. The draft Resolution of the Energy Division in this matter was mailed to parties in
accordance with PU Code Section 311 (g). Comments were liled on January 4, 1999 by
PG&E and SDG&E. SCE filed comments two days late and, in deing se, did not tollow
the procedure for late filed comments that was specified in the Energy Division's notice
of December 21, 1998. That is, the comments wete not accompanied by a declaration
under penalty of pegjury setting torth the reasens for the late submission. Accordingly,
SCE's comments have not been considered. Reply comments were tited on January 11 by
Enron/NEV.

Credit Check Fees. The issue which received the most attention was the rejected credit
check fees. PG&E objects that the Drall Resolution goes beyond the record to claim that
commercial checks can be perfonned for $22. As noted by EnronNEV, "If the credit
check fees proposed by the UDCs were adopted, then, tor an ESP to do business in all
three UDC service territories, it would have to pay approximately $2000 in credit check
fees the lirst year, and approximately $1500 each year after.” We concur with
EnrorvNEV that the proposed level of tees Tor credit checks is clearly excessive, given
our policy to avoid all unncecessary barriers to entry in the electric generation markel.

SDG&E objected to the conclusion that having each UDC conduct a separate credit check
of an ESP offering consolidated statewide billing ¢onstitutes unnecessary duplication.
SDG&E argues, “any firm has the right to check the credit of finms to which it will
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advance money or services. Morcover, cach UDC may make its own decisions about the
credit-worthiness of a firm for its purposes, and the decision of one UDC might
reasonably differ from that of another. Indeed, tor UDC’s to consolidate credit checks
might present an appearance of collusion that an applicant ESP whose credit is
questionad might exploit, and could run afoul of statutory and contractual confidentiality
requircments prohibiting a subscriber Iton sharing credit information received from the
credit agency.” (at p. 2).

PG&E similarly argued that the Draft Resolution inappropriately suggests that a credit
check performed for one UDC should suftice for the other UDCs. "This suggestion
ignores the independence of the three UDCs and their separate firancial responsibilities
to different creditors and sharcholders.”

The Draft Resolution did not in fact find that ESPs should be subject to the credit check
process and fees of one UDC. Provision has been made in Rule 22 for UDCs to examine
the creditworthiness of ESPs. Establishing fees piecemeal for the portion of DA
participants oftering ESP consolidated billing is inappropriate. The examination of issues
related to ESP credit checking and reasonable fees should continue to be addressed in
their broader context in the DA proceeding.

IT we at any time found the credit check process of one UDC suflicient to quality it to
ofYer ESP consolidated billing statewide, the converse nead not follow. That is, an ESP
that does not meet the credit standards of one UDC might be free to attempt to satisty
such requirements of one or both of the remaining UDCs. Moreover, as stated elsewhere
herein, any UDC practice, including unreasonable denial of credit, to thwart the efforts of
qualilied ESPs to ofter consolidated billing constitutes a direct violation of Commission
Orders.

SDG&E also reiterated its position that the proposed credit check fees represent costs not
recovered by any other method. Acknowledging that UDCs currently recover the cost of
credit checks for customers and suppliers within bundled rates, SDG&LE notes that the
UDCs ofYer credits to customers that receive ESP consolidated billing. SDG&E
maintains that thete is no analog to the credit checks needed for ESPs. SDG&E has
ntercly reargued its position without demonstrating that credit check processes are
required in this forum as well as in the DA procegding.
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8. Finally, PG&E maintains that rejection of the proposed credit check fees is unjustified
because no party protested the reasonablencss of PG&B's credit check fees in their
Wwritten protests or at the October 16 workshop. Thus, to deny these fecs, PG&E
continues, has no basis in the record. PG&E’s assertion is not actually correct. CellNet
in its November 10, 1998 Protest included credit check fees among othet protested fees.
However, the drait Resolution rejected the proposed credit check fees for reasons of
consistency with the broader Tarifl Rule 22 issuge, as reiterated in paragraph 5 of this
section.

9. Migration to the Internet from VAN for EDI. PG&E argues in its comments that the

draft Resolution goes beyond the record by requiring intemiet billing. In the same vein,
PG&E objécts to the conclusion drawn in the draft resolution regarding the preferment of
Internet transmission. PG&E rightfully notes that "in this proceeding, thee has been no
evaluation whatseever of the relative merits associated with Intemet, as opposéd to VAN
billing, let alone a technological and econontic evaluation of the requisite commerciat
sccurity measures for Internet billing. Thus, the Energy Division is without basis when it

- concludes that ‘use of the Internet would significanily reduce the per-transaction cost for

. EDI [Electronic Data Interface]® (p. 13, 30) and that Iaternet billing reflects ‘long-term

cost-eftectiveness’ (p. 13, 31)."

10. Enron/Nev replied, “While Enron and NEV believe that the move from VAN to the
Internet for ED1 transactions will lead to signiticant efliciency improvements, they are
sympathetic with PG&E's concems. Accordingly, Enron and NEV recommend that Draft
Resolution (p.13, 31) be modified so as to refer the issue of use ol the Intemet for EDI
transactions to the Rule 22 group tor consideration and resolution on as expedited a basis
as praclicable.” :

11. The Energy Division conducted a workshop, as directed in Ordering Paragraph 2 of D.
93-09-070, to address the service fee proposals. Parties present at the October 16
workshop expressed their lack of support tor the use of the more costly VAN
transmission by the UDCs. Preference for the use of the Intemet for EDI was expressed
by knowledgeable DA market participants. We also found (Finding 21) that ESPs should
be given an opportunity to reduce their impact on UDC resources by changing the type of
transaction that they use. In keeping with this finding, we allirm the direction in the
Drail Resolutton for the UDCs to at least ofter Internet transmission as an altemative for
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EDI. The planning and implementation, as recommended by Earon/NEV, should be
expedited in the appropriate Rule 22 sub groupy(s).

. PG&E’s principal concem about migration to the Intemnet for billing and payment
remittance is the increased need for security in transmitting fivancial data, a need PG&E
believes is not fully addressed by current methods for Internet billing. We note that
highly sophisticated encryption techniques have made the internet acceptable in current
business practices for confidential transactions. In this sanie context, PG&E points lo
several other features available through VAN but not the Intemet, like tracking and
confirmation, auditing, archiving and tepérting. No standardized protocols have been
developed for Intemet billing. Given the expressed support of market participants for
migration from VAN to intemet for ED), six nonths should allow suflicient time to

- develop whatever features are necessary to accomplish the migration ordered today.

3. PG&E lurthenmore cites the tecent decision on nielcring and meter data standards to
illustraté the inadequacy of the 6 months prescribed in the Draft Resolution for migration
to the Intemetl. PG&E argues that the Commission noted participants® commeats that "an
instant cut-over to EDI from {Meter Exchange Protocol} cannot take place,” and that
instead "there appears o be a need for a transition period to allow participants to prepare
for, adjust to a new standard, and to verify that the EDI format is working properly.” (D.
98-12-080, mimeo, p. 87).

. In that proceeding, the Coninission adopted a process by which interested parties would
work together fo create a statewide implementation guide for the teansition in order to
allow input from markel participants to its development. The long transition period
adopted in that proceeding morcover reflects characteristics unlqm to metering. Greater
progress for use of the intemet has been made in bitling than in metering.

. Full Consolidated Billing. PG&E objects that the hourly rates proposed in the draft
resolution constitute an over-simplified and misplaced system for cost-recovery. In
PG&LE’s view, the dralt Resolution, by limiting application of the fees to assistance
received at the diseretion of the ESP, ... introduces significant confusion regarding what
lype of assistance is *discretionary’ when, in fact, all services will be negotiated at the
discretion of those entering into the bilateral contract. Page 15, 44." This comment is
completely without merit in the tight of the discussion in the Drail Resolution.
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16. The adoption of hourly labor rates and materials at cost reflects the Commission’s eflort,
in the development of the compelitive electric generation market to balance two
compeling Factors. First, there is presently a lack of clarity as to the essential elements of
full consolidated billing. Second, reducing oplmns, like full consolidated billing,
available to ESPs would be contrary to previous orders, as explained in the Discussion
Section. Moreover, as stated in paragraph 44 of the foregoing Discussion Section, "The
terms applicable to full consolidated billing should rightfully be made by contract
between the UDC and the ESP." The hourly rates will allow PG&E to recover its costs
for additional services requested by the ESP.

. PG&E further comments that, "To the extent that the Draft Resolution is interpreted to
exclude recurring UDC costs associated with ESP Full-Consolidatéd Billing, the Drafy
Resolution would be in violation of D. 97-10-087 (mimeo, p. 26) and D. 938-09-070
(mimeo, p. 16).” Such an interpretation is mlhoul basis because the specific costs
associated with full ¢consolidated billing aré not defined at present. Section 376 cost
recovery is not the subject of this forum. -The dralt Resolution acknowledges the ability
of the UDCs and market participants to'develop the requisite procedures that market
participants will iiced to follow in "detemiining by practice the essential clements of this
altemative.”

. PG&E also expresses concein about stateménts made in the dralt Resolution that will
unreasonably raise participants’ expectations that no obstacles, however legitimate,
should bé encountered. . We reiterale our contidence in market participants to work to
develop this option even given legitimate obstacles that accompany new processes. We

_ further reiterate our expectation that UDCs cooperate to promote this development.

. Fee for Set-Up in EDI. Regarding the Draft Resolution’s rejection of PG&E's proposed
one-time fee of $1.35 per account for set-up in ED], PG&E maintains that the basis for
rejection is factually incorrect. Inresponse, Enfor/NEV comments that there is nothing
on the record which supports PG& E's assertion as to the distinclive nature of set-up in
EDI for ESP consolidated bilting. Because of the apparent ambiguity, we will modify
Finding 30 to state that the set-up fe¢ "may not be uniqué to ESP consolidated billing.”
However, set-up costs belong in the direct access proceeding, and the tee is rejected.

20. Finally, several minor substantive changes were made, some of which were suggested by
SDG&E and EnconvNEV. These changes are listed below.
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In the Summary section, the second to the last sentence of paragraph 6 was
modified because SDG&E’s credit check fees are also rejected, and SDG&RE
proposed no returned meter fees. The filing date was also updated.

In the fifth sentence of the Protest section on p. 4, the word "non-substantive™
was deleted. SDG&E aptly noted that its response to Enron’s protest discussed
the substantive merits of Enron’s position at some length.

In Paragraph 10 of the Discussion section (at p. 7), parentheses weré replaced
with brackets, to make it clear that the phrase "the reasonable costs associated
with billing services unbundling” is not a direct quote from the Commisston’s
deciston.

[n paragraph 46 of the Discussion Section (at p. 16), PG&E was added in
reference to retumed meter fees, as it had been inadvertently omitted.

Footnote 4 in the Discussion Section was modilied, in response to concem raised
by Enron/NEV, to clarify that the changes will be considered in the RAP, rather
than by Advice Letter.

The word “ESP™ was added to Finding 14 for clarification.

Ordering Paragraphs $, 6, 7, and 8 were modified to reflect the postponed
effective date of service fees.

FINDINGS

{. PG&E filed Advice Letter 1811-E on October 7, 1998 and the Supplemental Advice
Letter 1811-E-A on October 21, 1998 to establish service fees applicable to ESPs for
consolidated billing and returned meters.

. SCE filed Advice Letter 1338-E on Oclober 7, 1998 to establish consolidated billing
service fees. SCE filed the Supplemental Advice Letter 1338-E-A on October 21, 1998
which, among other things, added retumed meter lees.
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. SDG&E liled Advice Letter 1129-E on October 21, 1998 to establish exception toes to
apply when ESPs fail to perform optimally or require assistance from the UDC, SDG&E,
in compliance with OP 2 oI D. 98-09-070, did provide a table showing comparable
consolidated billing service fees for comparison purposes only.

. Notice of AL 1811-E, 1811-E-A, 1338-E, 1338-E-A, and 1129-E were made by
publication in the Commission’s calendar, In addition, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E served
copics of their Filings on utilitics and interested parties, including interested partics in A.
97-11-004, A 97-11-011, and A97:12-012.

. CellNet Data Systems (CellNet), the Utility Reform Network and the Utility Consumers
Action Network (TURN/UCAN), the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), and Enron
Corporation/New Energy Ventures LLP (EnronVNEV), as well as SCE, filed protests.
These and other parties participated in the workshops. The UDCs replied to parties’
protests. :

. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E request that the tarniils filed with supplemental Als 1S11-E-A

and 1338-E-A and AL 1129-E become elfective on January 1, 1999 to coincide with the
implementation of Revenue Cycle Service (RCS) credits to end-use customers that
choose to have such services provided by ESPs.

. The Commission, in OP 2 of D.98-09-070 dirccted PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E to file
Advice Letters to implement service fees for billing services. The same order directed the
Encrgy Division to subsequently conduct a workshop and prepare a resolution for
Commission consideration addressing these service fees.

. Substantiat differences exist between the cost offsets to the billing services credit on the
record in A.97-11-004, et. al. and the bilting service fees fited as a result of OP 2 of D.98-
09-070. :

. SDG&E had filed no billing cost of¥sets in the RCS proceeding on which to base tees.
SDGE&E proposes in AL 1129-E to include routine incremental costs in PU Code Section
376 recovery rather than as fees to ESPs.

10. The Commission in D.98-09-070 did not rule on the reasenableness of the cost oflsets as
proposed by PG&E and SCE.
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11.

On October 16, 1998, the Energy Division held a public workshop, as directed by OP 2 of
D.98-09-070, to discuss the service fee proposals and resolve areas of disagreement
among the parties.

. Parties at the workshop questioned the appropriatenéss of the advice letter process for

establishing billing service fees given the fact that the Commission did not adopt specitic
fees in D.98-09-070 (slip opinion, p. 16).

. On November 3, the Energy Division ¢conducted a workshop by conference call to discuss

SDG&E’s Advice Letter 1129-E.

. The Commission ruled out PU Code Section 376 recovery for recurring costs associated

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

with ESP consolidated billing by ordering PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E "to file advice
letters ... to implement service fees for billing services.” (D. 98-09-070, OP 2).

PU Code Section 376 recovery has different cost allocation implications than the ESP
service fees ordered in D. 98-09-070.

PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E are denied PU Code Section 376 recovery tor recurring costs
associated with ESP consolidated billing.

ESP consolidated billing was authorized as a means of prontoting comparable access to
generation markets. As such, fees must be designed so as to minimize barriers to enlry.

The use of consistent methods for the design of service fees statewide is an extenston of
the policy expressed in the RCS proceeding.

The consolidated billing service fees adopted today will allow the UDCs an opportunity,
with conscientious management, to recover their reasonable costs.

Consolidated billing service fees should be designed to accurately reflect cost causation.

ESPs should be given an opportunity to reduce their impact on UDC resources by

_ changing the type of transaction that they use.
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22. Adopting the UDC’s proposad credit check fees would subject an ESP oftering
consolidated billing statewide to thrée clearly duplicative credit processes and fees.

23. UDCs have not demonstrated that credit check processes are required in this forum as
well as the DA proceeding.

24. PG&E and SDG&E structured their fees for partial consolidated billing to reflect both per
ESP and per service accéount cost causation. This fee structure is preferable to charging
ESPs stricily on a per account basis because of the obligation of the ESP to the UDC for
end-use customer bills. ‘

25. SCE’s proposed per service account fees for partial consolidated billing disregard the
potential for econoniies of scale as the number of service accounts per ESP incteases.
Also as the number of service accounts per ESP increases in this new niarket, fees
charged solely on a per service account basis will tend to be less stable.

26. SCE’s proposed consolidated billing service fees are inconsistent with our decision to
recover billing cost ofisets from ESPs rather than netting them out of the RCS credis.
One key factor in that decision was to allow fees for these services to vary by ESP when
appropriate.

27. SCE’s proposed fees signiticantly exceed those proposed by PG&E. Substantial cost
differences between two similarly sized California utilities suggests room for elliciency
improvements in the higher cost operation.

28. 1t is reasonable to adopt the same service fees tor SCE as those adopted for PG&E.

29. PG&E's proposed per service account fee for partial consolidated billing includes the cost
of certain exception services which would not apply to all service accounts. Specifically,
the tees reflect costs associated with reverting billing option to dual, deposit application
to unpaid balance, and sending a notification letter to the customer. Such costs should be
borne by the accounts to which they apply. They should therefore be removed from
PG&E’s and SCE's adopted monthly per service account fee.

30. PG&E’s proposed one-time Te¢ for set-up in EDI is a direct access issue, may not be
unique to ESP consolidated bitling, and theretore is not adopled.
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31. Some partics present at the Qctober 16 workshop expressed their lack of support for the
UDCs" use of the more costly VAN transmission for EDI transactions. Migration to the
internet would significantly reduce the cost of EDI transactions.

32. SDG&EB in AL 1129-E proposcs exception fees for an array of seivices provided when
the performance of an ESP imposes extra costs on SDGRE. Charging ESPs at cost for
extra assistance and/or performance that is less than optimal provides approprlatc pricing
signals. SDG&E'’s proposed fees are based on uasonable cost assuniplions.

.Fees for n\cephon services send appropriate pricing signals and should appl) statewide at
the carliest possible date. :

. Some of SDG&E’s proposed exceplion fees, specifically those for field investigations,
delayed meter data, and required nieter changg, are not related to ESP consotidated -
billing or the ¢ost ofYsets on the record in the RC S proccedmg for PG&E and SCE:
These fees are therefore not adopted.

. PG&E and SCE did not file fees for exc‘cp!ion services.

. Full consolidated billing has the potential to bnnem end-use customers. However, even
after discussions at the October 16 workshop, participants could not agree as to what the
essential elements of full consolidated ESP billing are or how to appropriately design fees
for this alterative. '

. The present lack of clarity in the course of full consolidated bilting is not a sufficient
reason to reduée oplions available to ESPs.

38. Any UDC practice that thwarts the eftorts of ESPs to pursue full consolidated billing
constitutes a direct violation of Commission Orders.

39. The market participants are capable of detenmining by practice the essential elements of
full consolidated billing.

40. The terms appltcable to full consolidated biiling should nghllully be made by contract
between the UDC and the ESP. ESPs are encouraged to bring to the attc.nuon of the
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Commission any UDC effort to impose unreasonable standards for full consolidated
billing.

41, As long as assistance fron the UDC for full consolidated billing is rece ivedatthe -
discretion of the ESP, an hourly labor rate for billing set-up and ongoing support, and
non-labor costs for billing set- up and ongoing support al cosl are reasonabls.

42. D.93-09-070 specifically limited the UDCs Advice Lelter nhngs to ESP service fees
related to partial and full consohdmd ESP billing. ‘

43. To the extent substantive comiitents are adopted hetein, protestanls prolesls are gmnted.
In all other respculs protests are denied.
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THEREFORE IT IS ORDERED THAT:

1. PG&E’s Advice Letter 1811-E, as suppleniented by AL 1811-E-A, is approved subject to
the following modilications:

For tull consolidated billing, the hourly labor rates proposed by PG&E are
adopted for billing set-up and ongoing support. Non-labor costs for such support
services may also be recovered from the ESPs. These hourly tabor rates and rion-
labor rates at cost shall apply at the discretion of the ESP requesting such
assistance. ‘

The annual ESP creditworthiness check is denied becausé credit worthiness
evaluation is a direct access issué and the magnitude of the proposed fee is not
justitied.

Pactial consolidated billing per service account fees for reverting billing option to
dual, deposit application to unpaid balance, and sending notification lelter to the
customer are denied.

The one-time fee per service account tor set-up in electronic data interchange is
denied.

The exceplion fees shown in Table 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted for
PG&E.

The retumed meter tees are denied because D.98-09-070 specilically limited the
utilities® proposed ESP charges to service fees for partial and full ESP
consolidated billing. :

The fees shown in Tables 1 and 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted tor
PG&E. Any feesnot shown in Fables | and 2 are denied.
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2. SCE’s Advice Letter 1338-F, as supplemented by AL 1338-E-A, is approved subject to
the following modifications:

For full consolidated billing, the hourly labor rate and nen-labor rate at cost as
shown on Table 1 attached to this Resolution are adopted for billing set-up and
ongoing supporl. These rates shall apply at the discretion of the ESP requesting
such assistance.

The one-time credit establishment and the on-going monthly credit werthiness
check charges are denied. Credit worthiness evaluation is a direct access issue
and the magnitede of these proposed charges is not justified.

For partial consolidated billing, the same fees adopted for PG&E shall be adopted
tor SCE. :

The exception fees shown in Table 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted tor
SCE.

The returned meter fees are denied because D.98-09-070 specitically limited the
utilities® proposed ESP charges to service fees for partial and full ESP
consolidated billing.

The tees shown in Tables 1 and 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted tor SCE.
Any fees not shown in Tables 1 and 2 are denied.

3. SDG&E’s Advice Letter 1129-E is approved subject to the following modifications:

For full consolidated billing, the hourly labor rate for assistance with rates and
system support shown for comparison purposes by SDG&E in Table 2 of AL
1129-E is adopted. Non-labor costs for support services may also be recovered
from ESPs. These hourly rates and non-labor rates at cost shall apply at the
discretion of the ESP requesting such assistance.

For partial consolidated billing, the monthly charges per service account and the

monthly charge per ESP, with the exception of the charges for credit checks of
ESPs, as shown in Table 2 of SDG&E’s AL 1129-E are adopted.

28
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o The charges shown in Table 2 of SDG&E’s AL 1129-E for the per event credit
worthiness check and the ongoing credit chock of ESPs are denied. Credit
worthiness evaluation is a direct access issue and the magnitude of these proposed
charges is not justitied.

The exception fees shown in Table 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted.
These adopted fecs are among those proposed by SDG&E in AL 1129-E (Table
1). However, SDG&E’s proposed exception fees for ficld investigations, delayed
meter data charges, and required meter change are not related to ESP consolidated
billing, and are therefore denied.

The fees shown in Tables 1 and 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted for
SDG&E. Any fees not shown in these tables are denied.

PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E shall, within ten days of the eftective date of this Resolution,
file tarifi’s implementing: a) the ESP consolidated billing service fees adopted by this
Order and shown in Table 1 attached to this Resolution and, b) the exception fees adopted
by this Order and shown in Table 2 attached to this Resolution.

. All tarif¥s filed pursuant to this Order shall become eftective on tiling, subject to Energy
Division finding that they are in compliance with this Resolution.

Beginning on the effective date of the tariflfs erdered by this Resolution, PG&E, SCE

and SDG&E shall remove all costs associated with activitics relating to ESP consolidated
billing from their applications which request recovery of costs pursuant to PU Code
Seclion 376.

Beginning on the eftective date of the tarifls ordered by this Resolution, PGKE, SCE and
SDG&E shall remove all costs associated with activities relating to ESP consolidated
billing for exception services from their applications which request recovery of costs
pursuant to PU Code Section 376.

Parties to applicable subgroups of the Direct Access Tarift Working Group shall expedite
implementation of migration to the Intemet for EDI transactions due to its long-term cost-
effectiveness. Within six months of the effective date of this Resolution, the charges
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related to Value Added Network (VAN) transmission included in adopted service fees
shall no longee be mandatory upon ESPs for EDI transactions. The UDCs may climinate
VAN charges by filing advice letters if the timing of the 1999 RAP proceedings cannot
accommodate this sunset date for mandatory VAN transmission charges.

9. PG&E, SCE and SDG&E shall address in their 1999 RAP applications, improvements in
consolidated billing service fees, including:

Fecs that reflect efficiency improvements in UDC activities supporting ESP
consolidated billing,

Fees that reflect lower cost altermatives fot ESPs,
Fee designs that accurately retlect cost causation,

Fees that récover only ESP consolidated (rot dual or UDC consolidated) billing
costs,

Fees that exclude all costs associated with exception services, and

Fees based on services comparable to those provided by the UDC to larger
customers.

10. To the extent substantive comments are adopted herein, protestants protests are granted.
In all other respects, protests are denied.

11. This Resolution is eltective today.
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I certify that the foregoing Résblillion was duly intcoduced, passad, and adopted ata
conference of the Public Utilities Commission of the state of Clifognia hejd on January-20, .
éﬂz&;

1999; the following Commissionérs veting favorably thereon _ o~
g g y there 0 07 /é,: o~

WESLEY M. FRANKLIN
Executive Director © ° -

RICHARD A. BILAS
 President
HENRY M. DUQUE
JOSIAH L. NEEPER
Cominissioners
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Table 1
Senvice Fees for FEnergy Service Providers
Adopted by Resolution E-)582

Partial Consolidated Billing SCE

I Monthly Charze per Serivice Acount
VAN Transmission of Data

Process ESP Payments (footnote 2)

Revent Billing Option to Dual (footriote 1)

Deposit Application to Unpaid balance (footnote 1)
S2nd Notification Letter to Customer (footnote 1)

TOTALS:

| Monthty Charge per ESP

EDI Bank Processing Charge : . $3.78
EDI(VAN) Fee for Payment (footnote 2) ; -
Daily Chéck for Payment (see footnote 1) . : 110.00

TOTALS: . I $113.718
Full Consotidated Billing
Hourly Labor Rate to Assist

ESPs with Rates and Systems »
Billing Set Up and Ongoing Support {non-labor)

Notes:

1) This is an exception cost and should riot be charged as a Moenthly fee on al} Accounts.

2) SDG&E maintains that this cost is more appeopriately charged as a per account fe¢ and included in
Monthly Charge per Service Account - Process ESP Payments. Because of lack of compatibility
between PG&E and SDG&E, we allow this variation.
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Table2
Adopted Exception Fees for SDG&F, PGKE and SCE

Account Analysis (remarks and examples
below from SDG&E's AL 1129-E)

Retrieval of account information $5/account
Routiné Account Analysis $10'2ccount
Complex Account Analysis $45/hour
Resend File/Report $15/repot
[nvestigate EDI Payments $85/occurrence
(Duplicate Payments)

Refund account credits due to S$5/account
overpayment (EDI)

Involuntary Billing Change

Bitling/Accounts Switch $8%account

SDG&E proposes thesé service as exception fees since the ESP has previously received the data.
SDG&E will provide these services based on resource availability.

Examples: Retrieval of a¢count infonnation. Provides senvice to ESPs who request SDG&E to
investigate and provide specific information on various accounts, such as new account numbers,
new meter numbers, amount of bill, billing periods, PX credit, date issued, cycle and reads. This
charge is only valid whea information has already been provided to the ESP.

Routine Account Analysis. Charged when ESP requests SDG&E to analyze account information
and provide assistance to the ESP to understand how SDG&E bills the PX credit, rebates and
meter data. [n these cases the specific information has already been provided to the ESP and the
ESP is asking SDG&E 1o perform the analysis instead of using their internal resources.

Complex Account Analysis. Unique inquiries which require extensive investigation.

Resend File/Report. Charged when ESPs request that reports or files be resent after the initial
submittal.




Tabled

Comparison of PGAE Proposed Service Fees and
Adopted Fees

Resctution E-A582 Jaruary W, 1999, PGSE AL ISI1LE/E-A

IGLRE Adopted

Partal Consolidated Billing Proposed Rex E-3582

Annual Charge per FSP
ESP Cradt Woethiness Chack s 500

_——

Moothly Charge per ESP
ESP Cradat Wiorthiress Thack

ot up Charge per Senvice Aocound
1Set-up in EDY (One time charge)
Aloathly Cherge Sepvice Accourt
[VAN Trarsmicsion of Data

Frocess ESP Pay ments

[Collaties

Revent Billing Opton ta Dual

Deposit Application o Unpasd dalince
[Send Notfcason Lettet to Customer

Monthly Charge per 5P
EDf Fark Processing Charge
EDI (VAN) Fee for Payment
Draly Chixk for Py et

Full Consolidated Billing - S35/ hour for lalve.
Anncal Charge per ESP Neotabvoe atcost.
ESP Crad Worthiness Check ESP only incurs cos’s

when @ taguests
Moaithdy Charge per 5P . assistazwe from LDC
ESP Crada Worthiness Check

Infrastructure Crarge - Pro Rata Share per ESP
Infrastnature Charge

{Rantup Fee per ESP
Assistarce with SCE Rates
Assistanve with Systems Suppont

Moohdy Charge per Senvice Acvount
Send Invoice 1o ESP -

Process ESP Payments

[Collabons

Receive 3l Caloulation Inquiries

Receive Pl Compoaent Data

Perform Onrgoirg Compliance Moaltoring

of ESP Rl Cakuletives

Ferform 3 stems Suppoct for ESP Exceptiva
Processing and Compliance Moaitoding

Advise ESPy of Changes in Rates

Fecform Periadac ESP Balling Cooparce Andt
Retrieve Usage Data from MDMA Server
Rounding

I R N T I B R R R E U IV S

Returned Meter Fee

Q1 L] &

Sirglephase, pon transformer ratad Bvh meter § 383
Three-phase, non transformst rated Kiwh meter 7.4
LOU self contained sinsk phase meter 8.85
TOU ¢2¥f coctained Byee phase meter 369
FOU 3 phuse, transformet tated metee

Ioterval meter, teverder/ modem




Takle d

Comparison of SCE Propossd Service Fees and
Adopled Fees

Fesolution E-3582 January N U9, SCE AL1MS E/E-A

SCE

Partial Consolidated Billing Proposed

ey Erend Charge per ESP
ESP Cradx Woethiness (hack

Aloochly Charge per ESP

ESP Creda Worthiness Chavk

St up Chasge per Senvice Account
St in DY {One time charge)

Moothly Charge per Senvice Accound
VAN Transmission of Data

Process ESP Pay ments

ICoTectives .

Frved Billing Option t Dual

Deposit AppBation ¥ Unpaid Balance
Send Notificaion Letter bo Customer

Morthly Charge per £5P
EDI Bark Frocessing Charge
EDE{VAN) Fee for Fayment
Daily Check for Payment

Full Consclidated Bilting 585/ hour For Laboer.
Per Event Chargs per ESP Norrlabor at cost

ESP Credit Wouthiness Check ESP orly incurs cosls
when it requests
Monthls Charse pes ESP assistance from LDC.

ESP Credit Worthiness Chanck

Irfrastructure Charge - Pro Rata Share per ESP
Infrastructure (harge $ 5,300,000

iStart-up Fee pot ESP

Assistanve with SCE Rates 3750

Assistance with Systems Suppoet 2,500
73,000

Mooy Charge pee Service Account

[Sond T cice W ESP

Frocess ESP Pay ends

[Collaions

Receive Bdl Cakulation Inquiries

Reveive Bl Component Date

Perform Orrgoing Complance Monitoring
of ESP 2l Calulations

Perform Systems Seppod foe ESP Exception
Processing and Complanwe Monitoring
Advise BNy of Changes in Rates

Terform Fenodic ESP Rling Compliance Audt
Retrieve Usage Date from MDMA Server
Rounding

Returned Meter Fee

jSrgle-phase, noa transtormer rated MWhmeter $
Three-phase, twoa ransfocmer rated WWh meter $
TOU self-containad single phase meter

TOU selfcontainad throe phase meter

TOU 3-phuse, transformet rated meter

Interval meter, revorderf modem




Table$
Comparison ol SDG&E Service Fees and
Adopted Fees
Fesohetion E-A542, fanuary 20, 1999, SDGAE AL M12%E

SDGAEY Adopted

Partiz1 Consolidated Billing Res £-3382
Arpual Chasge per ESP
ESP Cradit Worthiness Chack

Morshly Charge per ESP
ESP Crada Wonthiness Ohack

[Set up Charce vz envice Aocownt
<ctup in EDL {00 time charge)

Moouhly Qharge peg Service Account
AN Transanission of Data
Process ESP Fayrrents
ola oo
Revert Blling OptioatoDual
Beposd AppBicatioa to Unpaid Ralance
Send Notification Letter W Qustomer

Mocahly Charge pet ESP
TN Bank Provesing Qrurge
ED4 (VAN) Fee for Pay ment
Dady Crack fox Payment

Full Consolidated Billing $90/ Bt foe Tior.
Scalitocatcost
ESP oely incurs costs
when it requests
assistance frem LOC

Retumned Meter Fee

1/ SOGAE Jocs not peopose these service fees in Advice Letter 1129-E. The values were
I pravidad by SOGAE in AL 1129-E for comparison purposes only.
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Table 6

Comparison of Exception Fees Proposed by SDGKE and
Adopted Fees for SDG&F, PGKE and SCE

Account Analysis

Retrieval of account information
Routine Account Analysis
Complex Account Analysis
Resend File:Repont

Fizld Investigations

Investigate EDI Paymients
(Duplicate Payments)

Refund account credits due to
overpayment (EDL)

Delayed Metér Data Charges

Late Unacéeptable Read

Estimaté Biiling Data

Inveluntary Billing Change

Billing/Accdunts Switch

Meter Change (if required)
Single Phase Residzntial
Single Phase Small Commercial
Polyphase - All Classes

SDG&E Adopted
Proposed {or SDG&E,
. PG&E, and SCE
by Res. E-3582

$5/account $5/account
$10%account $10%account .
$45hour - $45hour
SiS/report . $15/tepont
$50/metét -
$85/occurrence - $85/occurence

$5/account  $Sfacoount

sl SJ’dieter. j)lus
$0.30/day/$1000
of UDC charges

$25faccount

$8%account $Qaccount
S5 meter
S6meter
SSO'met‘er




