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PUotlC UTILITIES CO~1~IISSI0N OF TilE STATE OF CAI.IFOHNIA 

ENERGY 1l1"ISIO~ ~ R.~SOLUTIO~ E-358i 
JANUARY 20. 1999 

RESOl.UTION 

RESOI.UTION E-3582. PACIFIC GAS AND EI.ECTRIC CO~lPANY (PG&E). 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EI>ISON CO~IPANY (SCE) •• \ND SAN IlIEGO 
GAS & lU.ECTRIC CO!\IPANY (SDG&-E) FILED TARIFFS IN RESPONSE 
TO ORDERING P.\RAGRAPII (OP) 2 OF DECISION (D.) 9s-09-070 TO 
ESTABLISH SERVICE FEES APPLfcABLE TO ENERGV SERVIC.~ 
PROVIDERS (ESP) OFFERING CONSOLIDATED HILLING. APPRDVEIl 
AS SUPPLEMENTED \"IT" MODIFICATIONS. 

BY ADVICE LETTERS 1811·E (PG&E) AND 1338-E (SCE) FILED ON 
OCTOBER 7,1998, ADVICE LETTER 11l9-E (SDG&E). SUPPLEMENTS 
ISII-E-A (PG&E) AND I 338-E .. '\ (SeE) FILED 9N OCTOBER ii, 1998. 

SU~IMARY 

l. By the A~\'ice letter (AL) liIings and supplements named above. Pacit1c Gas and 
Electric Company (PG&E). Soulheni Califomia Edison Company (SeE), and San Diego 
Gas & EI~tric Company (SDG&E) request appro\"allor tarin's establishing service fees· 
applicable to EnNg)· Service Providers (ESPs) to recover the recurring costs associated 
\\ith consolidated billing (i.e. costs which are ongoing and vary ~r ESP or per service 
ace-ount). ESP consolidated billing is the billing option whereby an ESP bills its Q\\1\ 

customers for UDe charges as wen as ESP charges. PG&E and SeE also proposed 
service fees to recover costs incurred to process n'l.e-ters retumed by ESPs. SDG&E 
proposes to include rouline incremental costs ill Public Utilities (PU) Code Section 376 
recQvery rather than as fees to ESPs.' SDG&E instead recommends ~hatging ESPs 
service fees onl)' for exceptiotl services. Exception services are duplicative or additional 
services required by the ESl) that impose extra costs on the UDe. 

2. Ordering Paragraph (OP) 2 of D~isiOil (D.)98-09-070 directed the utilities to tile Advice 
letters by October 1, 1998 to implement service fees tor ESP consolidated billing 
S('[\·ic-es. PG&E and SeE complied by tiling ALs18t toE and 1338-E respectively based 
on their billing cost offset proposals in Application (A.) 97-l1 ~OO-l and A.97-11-011. In 
a letter to Executive Director \\'esle)' Franklin dated October 7t 1998, SDG&E requested 
an extension until October 21, 1998. SDG&E had not inclUded such incremental costs as 
olTsets to its proposed credits in A.97-l2~Ot 2 and thus requested additional time and 
guidance from the workshop to develop its proposal for service fees. 

rn ~hy 1998. PG&E. SDG&E, anJ SeE tiled A.98-0S-00-t • .\.98-05·006, anJ .\_98-05-015. respectiwly, to 
aJJress ekctric restrucluring implementation costs pursuant to PU Code) 76. 



• 

• 

• 

Resolution E·3582 January 20. 1999 
Ad\'ic~ Letters t81t·E (PO&E). 1338-E (SeE). 
and 1129-E (SDG&E}'KDA K *' 

3_ On (kto~r 16. 1998. the Energy Division hdd a public workshop. usdirexted by or 2. 
to discuss the scr\"ic~ fcc pcopOs..'\ls and rcsol\'~ an:3S of disagreement al'nong the p..uties. 
Dasoo on the discussion at the workshop. PG&E and seE likd suppkments. AL I8II-E
A and 1338-E·A. and SDG&E med AI. 1129-E. On November 3, Energy Division 
conducted a workshop by conferencc caU to discuss SDG&E"s Ad"ice letter I 129-E. 

4. PG&E. SeE. and SDG&E request that the tariOs liled with supplemental ALs ISII-E-A 
and 1338-E·/\ and AL 1129-E tx"'Come etl'\."li\'c on Janua~' 1,1999 t<? coincide \\ith 
impkmentation of Revenuc Cycle Service (ReS) credits to end-use customers that 
choose to ha\'~ such services pr\?\'ided by Energy Service Providers. 

5. Cell Net Data S)'stems (CellNet). the Utility Refonn Network and the Utility Consumers 
Action Network (TURNJUCAN). the Oflice of Ratepayer Ad\'ocates (ORA). and Enron 
Corpor.ition/New Energy Ventures LLP (EnrolvNEV). as wdl as SeE. filed protests. 
These and other parties participated in the workshops. PG&E. SeE. and SDO&E 
fesponded to the protests. 

6. We adopt service fees applicable to ESPs for consolidated billing lor allthtee utility 
distribution companies (UDCs). The fees for partial consolidated billing include monthly 
charges per ESP and ~r service a~ount. For full consolidated billing, we adopt hourly 
rates fOf labor and materials to be rexo\"ereJ at cost lor assistance pro\'ided by the UOC at 
the request of the ESP. SDG&E shall imptement its proposed exceptiol'! fees. as 
modil1ed. PG&E and SeE shall implement the sarile exception fees as those adopted for 
SOG& E. The lees proposed for credit checks and retumed meters are rejected. The 
UDCs are authorizeJ to tile tariffs to implement the adopted fees \\;thin ten days of the 
ellecti\'e dale of this Resolution. 

7. Tables attached to this Resolution summarize the tollowing infonnation regarding the 
service and exception tees addressed herein: 

• 

• 
• 

Table I - Adopted partial and full consolidated billing service tees for PG&E. 
SeE, and SDG&E. 

Table 2 - Adopted exception fees for PG&E, SeE, and SDG&E. 

Tables 3 (PG&E)." (SeE), and 5 (SOG&E) - Comp..1rison between UDe's 
proposed service tees and adopted ser .. ice lees . 

1: 
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• Table 6 - Comp.1rison b.:lween SDO&E's proposed exception fee~ and adopted 
exception fees. 

BACKGROUNIl 

I. By D.91·05-039 the Commission ruted that ESPs would be allowed to oft"t-r billing, 
metering, and rdated seo'ices {ret"t-rred to as "Revenue Cycle Services (RCS)") to all 
Dir«t Access (OA) customers ocginning January I, 1999. The d«ision consequently 
orderoo the three UDCs (PG&E. SCE, and SDG&E) to me applications to detemline the 
net cost savings resulting when these RCS arc provided by an ESP (Otdering Paragraph 
5). Accordingly, PG&E. SeE, and SDG&E moo A.91-11-004, A.91-11-011, and A.97-
12-012, respcrtivdy, in tate 1997 to identity cost sayings and 10 propose net avoided cost 
credits for RCS. 0.98-09-010 ruled on the phase 2 issues in that proceeding. 

2. D.98-09·070 adoptoo credits for meter services. meter O\\TIership, meter reading, and 
billing and payments applicable to DA custoniers that elect to rec~i\'e these services from 
an ESP. PO&E and SeE had proposed in their applications to" reducc their billing and 
payment .:redits by the incremental costs associated \\ith unbundling billing services. As 
discu~d in Section 1I1.B.2--Billing onsets to Cr\->Jits to Account lor Implementation 
Costs. the Commission did not adopt PO&E's and SeE's proposed billing oOsets to 
credits. Inst~ad, it ordered the utilities to me advice letters to establish service fees for 
billing 5~[\"ices that the utilities will charge to ESPs to recowr such costs. 

3. D.97-1O-081 ill the DA proceroing also identilied two categories of services, 
discretionary and non-discretionary. Non-discretionary would characterize "those 
services for which the Commission detennines that there are insutllcient providers to 
ensure customer choice." ([). 91-10-081, Finding ot"'Fact 22). For example, an ESP 
cannot provide Partial Consolidated Dilling unless there is a means to recclvc the UDe's 
charges from the UDC and a means to remit payment to the UDC. Therefort'. ESP 
consolidated billing costs are by delinition non-discretionary. Cost r\-'Cowry for nOI1-

discretionary services was deferred by the commission in the DA proceeJing "unlil the 
Commission examines the costs of providing those kitids of services." (Conclusion of 
Law 9). The Commission authorized the UDes to "book the incremental costs of 
providing non-discretionary services to a mcmomndulll account pending a Commission 
dlXision regarding the appropriatent'ss of such costs and possible reco\"cl)' under Public 
Utilities Code Section 316." (0.97-10-081, OP 8) . 

3 
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I. Notkeof AL lSI I-E. lSI I·E-A, 133S·E, 1338-E·A. and 1129-E were made bi' 
publication in the Conu:nission's calendar. In addition, PO&E, SeE, and SDO&E served 
copies of their 11Ii11gs on utilities and interested parties. including interested parties in A. 
91-11-00-1, A.97-11-011, and A.97-12-012. 

PROTEsts 
. . 

1. Oil Novernber 10, 1995~ ORA. TURNJUCAN; CellNet, and EntowNEV t1Icd tin\~ly 
protests to Pd&Ws AL 1811-E .. A and SCE's AI. 1338-E-A. EnroniNEV and StE 11100 
timely protests to SDG&E's AL 1 129-E. ORA also t1Ied a separate protest to the original' 
PG&E and SCE ALs lS11-E and 1338-E on <Xtobet 21. seE t1Ied a limely response t6 
all (our parties' protests on November IS. SDO&E t1led a Ii mely"respvnse to SCE's 
protest and a late respOnse to ENRON/NE\"s protest. On Noveiilbet 23, PO&E filed a 
latc response to parties' protests. Most of the issues addressM by the protests and 
respOnses \Wre also rais~ at the workshops and are discussed in fun in the f01l0\\;ng 
scrtiQn. 

DISCUSSION 

1. PROCESS CO!'\CERNS. Parties at the workshop questioned the appropriateness of the 
advice letter process for establishing billing sCC\'lce fees given the fact that the 
Commission in D.98-09-070 did not adopt s(X"'Cific fees (slip opillio.n. p. (6). The service 
fees Iiled by PG&E mid SeE in AI. lSit-E-A and 133S-E-A respectively are at least 
loosely b.1sed on their hilling cost oilset proposals. But substalltial dilleiences exist 
Ixhwen the cost onsets to the billing services credit on the record in A. 91-11-00-1. et. al. 
and the billing service fees tited as a result of Ordering Paragraph 2. 

2. The Commission in D. 98-09-070 did not in fact rule on the rcasonabkness of the cost 
onSets as proposed by PG&E alld SCE. Finding of Fact 5 stlltes that "The billing onsets 
to re\'enue cycle se-r\'lceS credits proposed b)' Edison mid PG& E may reasonably estimate 
the incremental cost to the utility ofpro\'iding the rC\'enue cycle seo"ices." 

3. The greate-st discrepancy exists in SCE's proposed fees tor partial consolidated billing. 
The total monthly seo'lce fce per ~r\'ke account Iiled in SeE's AL is more than 
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quadruple the magllituJe of the cost ofrs~l (SO. 70 \"~rsus SO. ~ 6). For full consolidated 
billing, SCE proposes a total monthly fee ofS1.90 ~r account (nlore than t\\ice as high 
as the cost ol1"s.:\ aniount). TURNJUCAN ~OJ1lmcnt in their Nov~mbcr 10 protest that, 
"Edison has exploited this lack C)fSIX~itidt)' in the Comrnission's decision to l1Ie huge 
increases to cost ot)sets that make a mockery of the rC'("ord in A. 97·11-011." Like\\ise, 
PG&E's proposed fees for partial consolid.at.:d billing in SOnle instances exceed the 
magnitude of the billing cost onSets. For exampleJthe annual credit worthiness chC'("k 
increased fron\ $3 I 7 to S5oo. In its <ktober 27 Protest, ORA maintains thal charges 
proposed by SCE appear to have signiticant dlOer~nc~s from the values proposoo 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 r\.~ord in A.97-11-00-l, et. at. is weak for PG&E arld 
SCE. it is nonexist~nt for SDG&E. SDG&E's proposed billing and payn\~nts credit 
included no Co,st onsets o,n which to, base fees. In AL t 129-E, SDG&E proposes to 
include routine incremental costs in PU Code Section 376 recovery rather than as fe~s to 
ESPs. SDG&E recommends charging ESPs service fees on\)' for exceptIon scr\'ic~s . 
Accordingly, SDG&E, in AL 1129~E, l1Ied Exception Fcesto apply when ESPs fail to 
pcrfonn optimally or require assistance from the UDC. SDG&E had not made this 
proposal on the record in the ReS proceeding. Nor dill the other UDCs propose SlX'Citic 
fees or cost onsets for this category of fees. Some of these fees are 3'SO peripheral to 
ESP consolidated billing. 

5. SCE in its Nowm~t to protest objects to SDG&E's proposal to recover consolidated 
billing costs I'rolll all ratepayers as out of compliance \\ith D.98-09-070. SDG&E's 
respOnse to SCE~s protest explains, "Since SDG&E did not include inccemental cost 
ollsets in its Res credits, and a workshop was to be held to discuss the appropriateness of 
the ESP billing ser ... ice fee categories and charges, SDG&E took the opportunity to 
propose which iI'tcrcrnentat ESP billing cos.ts \wee justitkd as service fe~s and what levd 
or amount was reasonable." Howewr. as SCE aptl)' 110t~s. SDG&E must me a Petition to 
Modit)- D.98-09-070 to 3chiew that result. 

6. None of the UDCs filed sen'ice fees striCtI}' according to costs examin~d in the r~corJ in 
the Res proc~eding. OP 2 ofD.98-09-070 c1~arly directs the En~rgy DiVision to conduct 
a workshop following submission ofthe s~n·ke fee advice lelt~rs in order to discuss the 
proposed f~~s.The workshop would not ha\'e be~n necessary if the Commission had not 
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r«ognizoo some need to develop the stnltturc orand lew) ofs{'(vice fees. BasN on that 
workshop, Encrg)' Division was to "prepare" resolution regarding which fees and 
associated charges are rcasonab!e'·(O.98·09-070, slip opinion, p.16). 

7. COST RECOVERY B\' FEES OR PU CODE SECTION 376 PROCEElllNG. In 
the RCS proceooing, the COrlilllission ordered PG&E, Edison, and 'SDG& E "to me 
adviCe letters "ilhin 20 dan to implement scrvice fees for billing se[\'ices." (D. 98-09· 
070, OP 2). The d«ision is cleat abOut how the COIlUllissiofi intcl\ds the UDC to r~O\'er 
costs related to ESP consolidated billing. Confusion arose due to parties' differing 
interpretations of the DA decision and the lack ofbillirig cost onsets on the record for 
SDd&E. This seCtion afl1nns Commission intent as expressed in OP 2 ofD. 98·09·070 
-and- addresses parties' concems. 

8. PG&E and SCE I1lcd fees in their respective ALs based on their billing cost On~l 
proposals in the RCS proceeding. SDO&E had previously reque.steJ PU Code Section 
376 recovery and had thus propOS\.--d no billing cost offsets to its billing service credits in 
the proceeding leading to 0.98-09-070. These two approaches have very diflerent cost 
allocation eilects. PU Code Section 376 recovery ,,"ould aUocate consolidated billing 
costs to all r<ltepayers, in contrast "ith fees charged to ESPs and perhaps ultimately, 
passed along to OA end-use custorners. To comport. "ith the Comn'lission's stated policy 
in the RCS proceeding, all three UDCs must recover ESP consolidated billing costs in 
like mann~r. "The use ofa conullOl'l method will help enSure that cllstomers and ESPs are 
treated equitabl), throughout the state and .. prevent distortions il\ prices which may create 
barriers to competition." (0.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 6) AlIo\\ing ESPs to ollh 
consolidated billing \\ith service lees in one UDC tenitory and without in another would 
create unewn incentives. 

9. The Commisslon has.distinguished between costs associated \\ith aUo\\ing end-use 
cllstonlers choice of generation provider, and costs associated \\;th an ESP's choice to 
oiler ESP consolidated (as opposed to UDC consolidated or dual) billing to enhance its 
competith'e position in the generation lllarket. For the fonn~r category, i.e .• that of dir«t 
access start up costs, the Commission ordered in the DA proceeding recOVery from all 
ratepayers. "Since all custOlll~rS of the UDC have the ability to choose as a result ofthe 
dir,-~t access program, it is appropriate to recover these [direct access start up) costs, to 
the extent the)' are eligible fotrecovery, from all cllstomers. To require only those that 
exercise their choice to pay aU the costs of having choice would result in unreasonable 
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service fees for noll-disnctionary ~rvices and would impcJc the emdent ()~rations of 
the market." ([).91·10-087, slip opinion, p. 27). 

lO. Costs associated \\ith ESP consolidated billing. on the other hand. arc not to be treated in 
the same way as dirlXt access implementation costs. In the RCS proce('ding, the 
Commission tOok a dear stance regarding costs associatl!d \\ith ESP consolidated billing. 
"\Ve state here that we do not intendto allocate these [the reasonable costs associated 
\\ith billing services unbundling) to the general body ofmtepayers as a matter of ftlim\,ss 
and consistent \\ith sound pricing princip1es." (D.98-09-070. ~Jip opinion. p. 16). 

II. The COmmis.sion authorized ESP consolidated billing in order to further competition in 
generation markets. Jhe Comniission previously found that parties should have 
"comparable access to thc generation nlaTkelthrough 111etering and billing" and that "such 
access implies fairness to all stakeholders which avoids cost shifting where. for example, 
lower costs to one group do not mean strandN costs home by another." Accordingly, the 
Commission found that competition iOIli.etering and billing is not a goal in Itsdfbut a 
means to achieve efleclivc competition in generation markets. (D. 98-09-070, slip 
opinion, p.l citing D.96-10-014). Service fees would recowr recurring costs from 
parties that choose to onh consolidated billing in order to further their comIX'titivc 
pOsition in the generation market. PU Code Section 376 r\.'Cowry would instead impose 
this market access butden on all ratepayers. 

12. By this Resolution, we adopt ESP consolidated billing scrYicc fees for all three UDCs. 
We also remind the applicants of our stat\.~ policy r~garding double recowry. "Costs 
recovered pursuant to. our order today should not be rccoWroo (\\ice, in other rates as the 
result of action in other forums. To the extent the utilities seek funding in other 
proceedings, we e:XiX'Ct them to explain how revenue cycle 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 \\ill consider the costs to be unreasonable lor latemaking purposes." 
(0.98·09-070, slip opinion, p. 16). 

13. POLICY GUIDELINES FOR DESIGN OF FEES. This section explains the criteria 
by which \W evaluated UDC ser\'ice tee proposals and detenllined the design and le\·\!l of 
fees (0 adopt. As discussed in the previous section. ESP consolidated billing was 
authorized as a means of promoting comp.1.rablc access to generation markets. As such, 
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fees must be designed so as to minimiz~ b..1.rriers to entry. Our criteria arcspccit1ed 
oclow: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Adopt consistent rate designs for service fees for each UDC so far as is possible 
giwn operationalditlererices. The us~ of consistent methods for th~ desigll of 
service tees state\\ide is an extension of Qur policy as stated inlhe previous 
section, "usc of a common method will help ensure that tustonlers and ESPs are 
treated equitably lhroughout the state and ... preVent distortions in prices which 
n'lay create barriers to COrilpetition." (D.98·09·070. slip opinion, p.6). 

Establish fees that allow UDCs an opportunit) .. \\ith conscientious managentent, 
to recover their costs. We appJied this principle when we adopted ReS credits. 
As stated in 0.98·09·010, "Nevertheless, we will not adopt costing methodologies 
or ratelliaking arrangements which do not provide the utilities with an opportunity 
to recover their reasonable costs. The utilities should be indill\:-rent to th~ ell'ie-cts 
of our adopted costing methodologies on their rates of return as long as they 
conscientiously manage their operations." (0.98·09·070, slip opinion, p. 6). 

Fees should be designed to match cost causation (e.g .• charges per ser"ice account 
"s per ESP). Another aspect of this principle from the Direct Access proceeding~ 
is that "Service fees should be bascd on recurring costs." (0.97-10·087, Finding 
of Fact 24). The lees we adopt today are aU hased 011 r\.~urririg costs. Howewr, 
the present process for evaluating cost causation has been limited to a brief review 
due to time constraints. We "ill evaluate changes to further this policy goal as 
part of future revisions to service fees in the utitlties' Revenue Adjustmcnt 
Proceedillgs (RAP). As stated by SDG&E in its response to Energy Division's 
Data Request No. I, n ... thc Dired Access market is srill ,oery new. TIlere arc 
sevcral situations that could result in new and substantial costs or service fees 
including those resulting frotn developments that have not yet been identified ..... 

Require UDCs to at Icast offer the less costly option. ESPs should be giwil an 
opportunity to reduce their impact on UDe resources by changing the type of 
trans...1.ction that they USCo We i.11so dir\Xt UDCs to address lower cost aitematiws 
in their RAP procet~dings . 
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14. APPLICATION OF I~OLICY TO DESIGN OF CREDIT CHECK FEES. The credit 
ch~k fees propOsed by the UDes diner substantially froni each other. PG&E proposes 
an annual fee of$5oo. seE proposes a. one-tinle credit ch~k tee of S335 plus a monthly" 
charge per ESP of563. SDG&E proposes a onc-tinie charge ofS92 plus a monthly 
chatge of SIS. SDG&E also has a credit check charge in its DA tariffs for ESPs that have 
no bond rating. Other credit writ1catton activities may be retlected in some UDCs' DA 
tariffs and/or Section 376 tiIings. 

15. CellNet argues in its November 10 protest, "credit checks are discretionary on the part of 
the UDC (there is no Commission requirement that UDes perfonn such credit ch~ks). 
Indeed. UDCs perfom\ credit checks ofalllhe entities \\ith which they conduct 
significant amounts of business and do not charge those entitles for doing su. Such 
charges to ESPs would appear to be anti-com~titive." (at p. 2). CeHNet's argument 
ignores some of the rate dc,sign features that may be presently nttes..~· but we r~'\:ognize 
the potentIal for anti-competitive impacts from duplicative and'or excessive charges. 

16. If we aJopt each UDC·s proposal as tiled, each ESP otTering consolidated billing 
state\\ide would be subject to three dearly duplicative credit check processes anJ fees. 
Duplicative processes and fees arc inefl1cient and burJensome and. therefore, 
UJ:m:asonable. 

17. One altemative would be to adopt each UDC's Ices as proposed but liniit each ESP's 
responsibility to only one UDCts credit check process. The ESP would select one credit 
check process b)' initiating consolidated billing \,ithin the service territory of that UDC 
Ihst. This approach would at least eliminate much of the duplicative and least dlicient 
credit check etlorts. 

IS. Howeyer, even this level ofstreamtining is insullicient to insure cost-elfective credit 
checking efforts for two reasons. First, by way of comparison, Experian, the lonner 
TRW Credit Agency, oilers commercial credit checks for S22. Secondly, credit 
worthiness is actually an existing DA issue. ESPs are right now doing partial 
consolidated billing. UDCs have not demonstrated that credit check processes are 
required in this fontm as well as the DA proceeding2. Therefore, we reject the sen'ice 
Ices for credit checks tiled by all three UDCs. 

2 We reiterate Commission polk),. as articulat~d in D. 91-05-039. with r~spe.:t to cr~dit worthin~s.s . 
rs:-quirt'mtnts arpJkable to ESPs offering p.1rtial or full consOIiJJ.tN billing. "B«ause the energy seoice 
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19. APPl.ICATION OF POl.ICY TO DESIGN OF FEES FOR PARTIA1~ 
CO~SOLIl)ATEO nU.LING. Notable tlitlcr~ncl's exist in the unes' fe-es for support 
services to accommodate partial consolidated billing. SCB proposes monthly charges of 
SO.70 per service account for Value Added Network (V AN) transmi ssion of data, 
processing ESP payments, and colhxtions. SDG&E tiled for purposes ofc()mparisoll. a 
1110nthl)' charge of S II .. per ESP plus a SO.20 charge per service account (or similar 
activities. PG&B proposes a monthly charge ()f 563 per ESP plus a SO.13 charge per 
service ac~6unt for activities conlparable to those explicitly included in SCEts SO.70 fee. 
Also included in PG&Ets $0.13 charge are services fQr reverting bitting option (0 dual, 
depOsit application to unpaid balance, and sending a notil1cation letter to the customer. 
PG&E also proposes a olle tinie charge for set· up in ete<-tronic data inten:hange (EDl) of 
SI.35. 

20. We stated in the previous section that sen'lce fees must be designed with C()st causatioll 
in mind. PG&B and SDG&E structur~d their fee.s for partial consoHdated billing to 
retlect both per ESP and per service account cost caus.ation. We 111ust conclude that 
certain activitie.s,like collections. vary by ESP, rather than by sen'ice account. ESPs are 
responsible for the bills of their end-use customers whether ESPS: manage to coHect ot 
not Other activities,like processing payments, should logically beneilt from some 
economies of scale (c.g. one ESP subulitting paYl11ent for multiple accounts). We expect 
UDCs to lake advantage of ever), opportunity to reline their processing enorts to r~ucc 
costs. SeE's (X'r account fees do not nteel this criterion. 

21. Perhaps the 1l10st disturbing feature ofSCE's proposed service fees is that they arc 
inconsistent \\ith our decision to reC()Wr billing cost onsets from ESPs rather than netting 
them out of the RCS credits. As SDG&E pointed out in response to SCE;s Novcl'nbct to 
protest, "In fact, there is no essential dillcrencc from a price impact perspective between 
charging an ESP lor each account served under ESP consolidated billing ilnd olTselting 
the avoided cost credits \\llh these same incremental costs." One ke)' factor in the choke 

pro\id<r utilizing bill consolidation is r~sponsible 1\) mal.e the pa)ment~ for the senic~~ bil!N (0 cusromer~. it 
i~ appropriate for the distriburion company to be allowed to impose r<asonable crooitworthiness requirements 
on en erg), $tn'ice providers utilizing bill (\.\nsolidation. By reasonable, we mean creditworthiness requirements 
that are the same as those r~uired of a simi1arly-siud and situated customers. This may d«rease the risk of 
uncoll«tiblts to the distribution compa.n)' and. will certainl)' maintain the securit)· of the utilities revenue 
stream." (slip Qp p. 9·10) . 
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to substitute ESP scrvice fees for the cost oilsets tocredits. as originally proposeJ b)' 
PG&E and SCE. was to aUow fees for these services to vary by ESP when appropriate. 

22. Other prob!enls exist \\ith adopting SCE's proposed fees. Parties at the October 16 
. workshop questioned the fact that SCE's propOsed fees significantly exceed those 

proposed by PG&E. \Ve recognize that the dill'erent UDCs operations may vary. 
However, substantial cost differences between two similarly sized utilities suggests room 
for improvements in the higher cost ?peration. 

23. EnrowNEV, in its November 10 protest, pointed out that a primary reason for the 
increase in SeE's scrvice fees COnlpared \\ith its cost ol1set in the RCS proceeding is the 
assumed decrease in the nUrllber ()fcustomer accounts per ESP (4,339 in the Res 
proceeding now roouced to 2,235). Fees that vary solely by service account would tend 
to require relatively frequent adjustn\ent as ESPs gain experience and expand their 
customer base. SeE's initial fee estimates have prown to be unstable, givcn the potential 
for gro\\1h in this rdatively liew market. 

• 24. SCE's fees r~tlcd some less optimal practices as well as some exception services. SCE. 

• 

in its response to protests explains two primary ditTerences between its costs arld those of 
PG&E. "SCE assumes One paYlllcnt \\ill be r..:-ceiwd per month per service account. 
PG& E assumes one p...1yment will be received ~r bill cycle per ESP. The secolid and 
mote signilicaJ'lt dilTerellce is that SeE includ('s the cost ofpiocessing EDI payment 
exceptions withil\ the SO.285 sen'ice tee) .... " whereas "it is unclear where (ifanywhere) 
PG&E includes similar costs for processing payment exceptions." PG&E's payment 
processing fees renect functions that are clearly more ellkient. SDG&E's cost recovery 
for exception seI\'iccs by exception fees is preferable to allocating them to all sCr\'ice 
accounts, as discllssed in a follo\\ing section. 

25. PG&E's proposed per service account fee also includes the cost of certain exception 
services which would not apply to all sCI\'ice accounts. S~cit1cally, the lees rencct costs 
associated \\ith re\"erting bitling option (0 dual, deposit application to unpaid balance, and 
sending notification letter to customer. Such costs should be home b}' the accounts to 
which they appl)·. They should, therefore. be removed fronl PG&E's adopted monthly 

3 The SO.285 fee, SeE's propOsed fee for prOCessing ESP pa) ments. is a comp<loenl ofSCE's prop(mJ 
monthly SO.7 per senke account f~e (see Tabk -t) . 
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per sen'ice account fcc. PG&E's proposed one-time fee for set-up in EDI is rejected 
tx~ause set-up in EDJ is a DA issue not unique to ESP consolidated billing. 

26. SDG&E in AL 1129·E did not propose that service fees be adopted analogous to the cost 
oOsets of the other UOCs in the Res proceeding. In compliance "ith OP 2 ofD.9S-09-
070. SDO&E did include Tab!e 2 inAL I 129-E, \\'hleh provides siniilarfees fot 
comparison purPose.s. B~--d on discussion during the NO\'e(nbet 3 conference call to 
Jiscuss SDG&E·s AL 1129-E. Energy Division understands that some 0"" these cost 
categories might be mingled betweel'l support for dual and UDC consolidated billing 
support. Thus, we dirt'Ct SDO'&E to separate Qut any costs not associated \\llh support 
for ESP consolidated billing, in its 1999 RAP proceeding. 

- ------ + 

27. Therefote, we adopt the fees tor partial consolidated billlng as proposed by PG&E less 
the per sen'ice account fee·s for the noted exceptioIl sco'icts, for bOth PG&E and seE. 4 
For SDG&E, \"e adopt the service fees that SDG&E filed (or comparison pUrpOses in 
Table 2 of AL I 129-E. \\ith the exception ot"the one-time and on going ESP crcdit 
worthiness check. Wc also direct SDG&E. as well as PG&E and SCE as applicable. to 

. remove costs associated \\lth any related activities from PU Code Seetion 376 cost 
r~o\'efy. 

28. We further direct PG&E and SeE! and SOG&E as applicable, to tenlo\,c any other 
exception services costs from their adopted sen'ice fees in lheir 1999 RAP proceedings. 
Finally, we direct the UOCs to i11\prove their cfiicienc)' in support of ESP consolidated 
billing. All thr~e UDCs are dir~ted {() lileupdated service fees for ESP consolidated 
billing in their next RAP proceedings that relleet such emcicncy improvements as well as 
beuer reneet cost causation. 

29. One emciency imprvwnlent repeatedly cited by partie.s is niigration to the lutemet from 
VAN for EDl transactions. Parties present at the Octoocr 16 workshop expressed their 
lack of support for the use of the ('nore costly VAN transmission by the UDCs. 

-I foc the lime bdrtg. SeE sllall impkmenlllle fees de\'etoped by and adOp!N' for PG&E. The~ fees shaH 
appl)' unlil such tinlt as SCE tiles tn its RAP, and the Corilmission approves • .l fe~ structure based on SCE's 
(osts \\ hieh (onfornu (0 the method adopted by this Reso!ution . 
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30. ORA notes in its <Xtober 27 protest that PG&E has'generally stated.lJl int~r~st, in other 
cont~xts, to n\igrate aU ofits EDI fronl VAN to Intemel. The usc of the Intemel would 
signil1":\I1tly r\.~tuce the JX'r-transaction cost for EDI. 

31. EDt work is being done in several subgroups of the Direct Access TaritTWorking Group. 
\\'e dir~t parties to this process to cXiX--ditc implementation ofnligration to the Intenlet 
due to its long-ternl cost-eflecth-encss. In order to insure that ESPs offering consolidated 
billing haw the opportunity to 3\'ailthcmseh'es ofthe l~ast cost alternative, we \\ill adopt 
a sunset date for mandatory VAN charges. The UDCs are ordered to offer Internet 
transmission \\ith service fecs that do not include VAN charges "llhin six n'lonths fronl 
today. Service f~c adjustments to relle<:t the use of the Internet (or ED) may be t1led by 
Advice tetter if the timing of the 1999 RAP proceedings cannot acconuhodate this sunset 
date for mandatory VAN charges. 

32. This context anords an opportunity to brien), address ORA's concern raised at the 
<ktober 16 \\'orkshop regarding consistency between how UDCs charge ESPs Wrsus 
their retail end-use customers. \\'e direct the UDCs in their next RAP proceedings to 
show how the service fees thc)' me are consistent "lth charges for comparablc services 
provided to end-use customers. We hold UDCs to the S<.1.me standards of service for ESPs 
as for their o\\n large end-use customers. 

33. Al1PLlCATION OF llOLICY TO IlESIGN OF EXCEPTION FEES. SDG&E in Al 
1129-E proposes exception fees lor an array of services provided when the perlOnllanCe 
of an ESP imposes extm costs on SOG& E. Such exception services include resending 
liles or reports, account analysis, Held investigation, and delayed meter data_ Charging 
ESPs at cost for extra assistance andfor perf o Ull ance that is less than optinlal provides 
appropriate pricing signals. SDG&E's proposed fees are based on reasonable cost 
assumptions. 

J<t. CdlNet in its November 10 Protest supports this approach. ORA supports SDG&E;s 
view that routine expenses of I:lcilitating the competitive electric marketplace as part of 
its overall costs and charges instead for exceptions, because this structure ~ncourages 
ESPs to mininlize the iml-'-.'lcts of their operations on UDCs' operating costs. 

35. Some ofSDG&E's proposed exception fees, sJX'Ctticall), those lor tield investigations, 
dela)'~J meter data, and required meter change are not related to ESP consolidatoo billing 
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or th~ cost otTs.:ts on the rIXord in the ReS proc.:~ing lor PG&:E and SeE. These 
aplX'M to rdate more dosel); to the provision ofmctering service. Such costs and 
services are not under consideri.ltion in this forum and \\ill not be adopted. 

36. ll1erefor~ we adopt exception fees as proposed h)' SDG&E for aU three UOCs (exduding 
the notN fees not app.licable to ESP consolidated billing). We dir«tthe UOCs in their 
next RAP to rdine the service fees we adopt today (or partial consolidated billing to 
remove any remaining exceptioil service costs. 

31. APPLICATION OF POLICY TO DESIGN OF FEES FOR FUl.L 
CO~SOl.IDATF.D BIl.LING. In the Direct Access pr~eeding~ a group ofpaI1ies 
kIlO\\TI as the Alliance arguN that "full consolidated ESP billing has l'nuttipJe benet1ts fot 
Calitornia's electric customers. First, it \\ill introduce con'lPetition to the billing oCUDe 
charges. If the ESPs can calculate UDC charges mote dlldently and at a lower cost thall' 
the UDC, all custonh~rs \\ili beneH .. Second. it \\iH enable customers to ha"c their ESPs . 
provide bills on schedules that atcn\ore convcnient to the cllston\er~s nceds instead ()f 
being tied to the timing of the uoCs hill." (D91-10-081, slip opinion, p, 46), 

3S. SDG&E argued in the RCS proceeding that identifying costs ~sociated \\lth lun 
consolidated billing was notreasonabte Or even possible because the option has yet to be 
delined. Aner disclissions at the workshop, participants could not agree as t() what the 
essential dements of full consolidated ESP billing aie or how to appropriately, design tces 
for this alternative. At the <ktober 16 workshop, the idea was raised of postponing 
development ofse£yice fees fot full consolidated ESP bilhng until such time as the scope 
of this alternative is delined and the costs to both ESPs and the utilities are knO\\ll. 

39. In the RCS proceeding, the Commission directed the UDes to use the ch~dits of partial 
consolidated billing for fuH consolidated billing services (D.98-09-070, slip opinion, p. 
IS). The rIXoflllacked sJ'I..'Cil1dt)' with respect to which services would be invol\"ed in 
fllll consolidated billing. 

40. Enron/NEV in their Nowmber 10 protest strongly obj~t to any prOpOsal which would 
remow futl cOI\solidated ESP billing as an option. Despite the fact that the C~:Hnmission 
has continuan), ruled that it is a legitimate ESP option, EnronfNEV maintain that the 
UDCs have continu~d to light against it, an atl~gatiOn denied by PG&:E. Enron/NEValso 
asselt that any further disclission must start \\11h th~ basic understanding that thete will be 
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no ruluction in available ESP billing options. We concur that the preS\:'nt la&.:k of 
del1nition in thc unchart.:d C()ursc offull consolidated billing is not a sutncient reason to 
r,,'\JuC'c options a\'ailable to ESPs. We have repeated I)' ordered UDCs 10 otTer full 
consolidated billing as an alternative for ESPs. Any UDC practice that thwarts the eOorts 
ofESPs to pursue this alternative constitutes adir«t violation of Commission Orders. 
(0.91-05-039, mimeo, p. 9 and 0.91-10-OS1. mimco. p. 46). 

41. \Vc do not concur with El1to"n's further assessment that "it is incumbent upon the UDCs 
to expeditiously identify any outstanding issues which pre\'enl prompt inlplementation of 
ESP Full·Consolidated Billing." \Ve vie\\' thc m;uket participants as ca~1ble of 
deternlining by practice the essential clements of this alternative. 

" 42. Onc' primal)· issuc aOt."Cting the cost oftull consolidated billing is whether ESPs desire to 
otTer it tor all rate schedules. The current TariO' Rulc 22 does not specil1caUy address 
partial cl!rtifkation for full consolidated billing. seE believes that TaritI Rule 22 would 
need to be modit1cd to allow for full consolidated ESP billing certil1cation b}' ratc 
schedule. IfSCE believes that modification of TarilI Rule 22 is necessary to accomplish 
this, th~n SCE may pn .. 1 ll1ptly Ille such changes. 

43. Typically, conlillcrdat concerns pay for the service ofha\'ing their billing perfonned by a 
business seo'ices entily. Yet, seE proposes a per service .. lccount fee of57.90 to haw an 
ESP do its billing. 

44. The tem,s applicable to full consolidated billing should rightfully be made by contract 
belwel!n the UDe and the ESP. ESPs are encouraged to bring to our auention any UDe 
elTort to impose unreasonable standards tor full consolidated billing. At this time, we 
adopt the hourly rates as proposed for PG&E and SDG&E lor resources ft."'quirl!d to aSsist 
the ESPs \\llh rates and systems. The hourly rates adopted t'Or PG&E shaH also apply to 
SCE. These hourly rates apply only to assistance requested by the ESP. Dilling set-up 
and ollgoing support (harged as an hourly labor rate. and non· labor (osts lor billing set· 
up and ollgoing support at cost are reasonable so long as assistance from the UDe is 
received at the discrelion of the ESP. 

45. EnronlNEV further argue that the appropriate mechanism to resolve the issue of full 
consolidated billing is a l'Onnal proceeding wherein the UDCs set forth appropriate tacitT 
language to elTect full consolidated ESP billing and the associated (osls. EnroniNEVare 
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concemoo aoout allowing the issue to N considered by the Rule 22 Group, which docs 
not ha.ve the bene-lit of a b.lckground in ReS issue-s. We do not intend to deJay 
impkmentation by opening another fonnal proceooing. With the hourly rates adoptoo 
herein. wc encourage interested ESPs (0 pursue full consolidated billing at once. 

46. RETURNED METER FEES. 0.98·09·010 sJX~it1cally limited the utilities' proposed 
ESP charges to service f~s for partial and full consolidated ESP billing, as stated both on 
p: 16 (mimeo) and in Ortkring Paragmph 2. We also adoptoo SDG&E's methOdology for 
meter o\\nership costs. which did not include a returned meter fee. Therefore, before 
PG&E or SCE can seck the institution of a returned mder fee, it would nero to petition to 
modify the decision. Accordingly, we reject PG&E's and SeE's proposed returned meter 
fees. 

CO~IMENTS 

I. The draft Resolution of the Energy Division in this matter was mailed to parties in 
accordance with PU Code Section 31 1 (g). Comments were med on January 4, 1999 by 
PG&E amt SDG&E. SCE tiled comments two days late and. in doing so, did not tollow 
the procedure (or late Iiled comments that was specilioo in the Energy Division's notice 
of December 21, 1998. That is, the comments were not accompan.ied by a dec laration 
under (X'nalty of perjury setting forth the reasons tot the late submission. Accordingly, 
SCE's comments have 110\ been considered. Rep\)' comments were tiled on January II b)' 
Enron/NEV. 

2. Credit Check Fees. The issue which r~eiveJ the most attention was the rejected credit 
check fees. PG&E objects that the Drat) Resolution goes beyond the record to claim that 
commercial checks can be (Xrfonued for S22. As noted by Enroll/NEV, "lfthe credit 
check fees proposed by the UDCs were adopted, theli. 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 approximatel)' S1500 each year atler." We concur \\ith 
EnrolliNEV that the proposed level \)ftces for credit checks is dearly excessive. giwn 
our policy to avoid an unnecess..'t(y barriers to enCry in the dectric geileration market. 

3. SDG&E objected to the conclusion that having each UDC conduct a separate credit ch\Xk 
of an ESP offering consolidated statewide hitting constitutes unnecessary duplication. 
SOO& E argues, "allY linn has the right to check the credit of linus to which it \\ill 
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ad\'ance money or services. ~Ioreover. each UDC 1l1a)' make its O\\ll dedsions about the 
credit·worthiness ofa I1nn for its purpo~s. and the d~ision of one UDC might 
reasonably din~r Irom that ofanother. IndcN, for UDC's to consolidate credit checks 
might present an appcanlnce of collusion that an appJican\ ESP whose credit is 
questionoo (llight exploit, and could nm afoul of statutory and contractuat contidentiality 
requircments prohibiting a subs(riber ih.)n\ sharing credit infonnation rccci\'N from the 
cn:dit agency." (at p.2). 

4. PG& E similarly argued that the Dean Resolution inappropriately suggests Jhat a credit 
check JX'rt~nned for one UDC should sumcc (or the other UDCs. "This suggestion 
ignores the independence of the three UDCs and their separate nnandat responsibilities 
to ditl'erent creditors and shareholders. If 

5. The Draft Resolution did 110t in fact lind that ESPs should be subjlXl to the credit check 
process and fcC's of one UDe. Provision has been maJe in Rule 22 for UDCs to examine 
the creditworthiness of ESPs. Establishing fees piecemeal for the portion of DA 
participants otTering 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. 

6. (fwe at any time found the credit check process of one UDC suflident to quality it to 
oner ESP consolidated billing statewide, the converse need not foUo\\,. That is, an ESP 
that does not meet the credit standards of one UDC might be free to attempt to satisfy 
such requirements of one Or both of the remaining UDCs. Moreowr, as stated elsewhere 
herein. any UDC practice. including unreasonable denial '01' credit. to thwart the etTorts of 
qualilled ESPs to oner consolidated billing constitutes a direct violation ofCommissioll 
Orders. 

7. SOG&E also reiterated its position that the proposed credit check fees represent costs not 
recowred by an)' other method. Acknowledging that UDCs currently recO\'er the cost of 
credit checks for customers and suppliers \\ithin bundled rates, SDG&E notes that the 
UDes oner credits to customers that receive ESP consolidated billing. SDG&E 
maintains that there is no analog to the credit checks needed for ESPs. SDG&E has 
merdy reargued its position "lthout demonstmtillg that credit check processes are 
required in lhis fonnll as well as in the DA procetding . 
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8. Finan)', PG&E maintains that reje~lion of the proposoo crNit ch\Xk fees is unjustit100 
ocC'ause no p..lrty protested the reasonableness ofPG&B's credit check fees in their 
\Hhten protests or at the October 16 workshop. Th\IS. to den)' these t~es, PG&E 
continues, has no basis in the record. PG&E's assertion is not actually correct. CeliNet 
in its November 10, 1998 Protest included credit ch~k fees anlong othet ptolesteJ fees. 
HoweVer, the drall Resolution rejcdoo the proposed credit check fees for reasons of 
consistency "llh the broader Tariff Rule 22 issue. as reiterated in paragraph 5 of this 
section. 

9. ~ligration Co the- Internet front VAN for EDI. PG&E argues in its conunentsthat the 
drall Resolution goes beyond the record by requiring inlenlet billing. In the same vehi. 
PG&E objects to the conclusion drawn in tltedrafi tesolutiQI) regarding the prdenllcnt of 
Internet transrnission. Pd&E rightfully notes that "in this proceedil\g, there has been no 
evaluation whats('e\"er of the relative merits associated with Internctt as opposoo to VAN 
billing, let alone a t«hnological atllt econonlic evaluation of the requisite con\merdal 
s\.'Curity measures fOr Internet billing. Thus, the Energy Division h. \\ithout b.'\Sis when it 
concludes that 'use of the Intemel would signit1cantly reduce the per-transaction cost for 
EDI [Electronic Djta Interface)' (p. 13. 30) and that Internet billing renects 'long-tenn 
cost-eITectiwness' (p. 13, 31)." 

10. EnronJNev replk·d, "WIlile Enron and NEV believe that the move from VAN to the 
Int('rnd for EDt {mnsactions will read to signiticant etl1denc)' improvements. the}' are 
sympathetic \\;Ih PG&E's concems. Accordingly, Enron and NEV recommend that Dean 
Resolution (p.13, 31) ~ 1l1oditicd so as to refer the issue of use of the Internet tor EDt 
transactions to the Rule 22 group for consideration and resolution on as expedited a basis 
as practicable." 

II. The Energy Division conducte-d a workshop. as directed in Ordering Paragraph 2 of D. 
98-09-010. to address the sep.ice fee propos.als. Parties present at the October 16 
workshop expressed their lack of support for the usc of the more costly VAN 
transmission b)' the UDCs. Prde-rence for the use of the lntemet for EDl was expressed 
by knowledgeable DA market participants. \Vc also found (Finding 21) that ESPs should 
be given an opportunity to reduce their impact on UDC resources b)' changing the type of 
transaction that the)' us\.'. In keeping \\;th this tinding, we atliml the direction in the 
Omit Resolution lor the UDCs to at least otTer Intcmct transmission as an alternative for 
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EDI. The planning and implementation. as recommended by EnroniNEV. should 00 
~xlX"'dited in the appropriate Rule 22 sub group{s). 

12. PG&E's principal concern aoout migration to the Internet for billing and ~'\lmen\ 
remittance is the increased need for s~urily in transmitting l1nancial data, a ne ... -d PG&E 
b.!Jievcs is not fully t\ddrcs~'d by current mcthods (or Internet billing. We note that 
highly sophisticated ~nCl}'prion tC'Chniques ha\·c made the internet acceptable in current 
business practiCes (or cont1dential transactions. In this sanlc contextJ PG&E points to 
several other f'catures availablc through V AN but not the Internet. like tracking and 
contimlatlon. auditing, archiving and repOrting. No standardit.;d pr6tocols have ocen 
developed tot Internet billing. Given the expressed support ofll1:arket participants for 
migration frolll VAN to intemet for E01, six nlonths should allow suflident time to 
develop whatever (~ature.s arc necessary to accolllplish the Ihigration ordered today. 

13. PG&E iurthennore cites the fecent decision on n\etenng and meter data standards to 
illustrate the inadequacy ot~tlle 6 months p~escriocJ in the Dran Resolution for migration 
to the Internet. PG&E argues that thc Conunissionnoted participants· comments that "an 
insfant cut-owr (0 EDI from [Meter Exchange Protocol] cannot take place," and that 
instead "there appears to be :I need for a transition period to allow participants to prepare 
for, adjust to a new standard. and to verify that the EDI fonnat is working properly." (D. 
98·12·080, mimeo. p. 81). 

14. In that proceeding, the Con'l.n'l.ission adopted a process by which interested parties would 
work together to create a statc\\idc implementation guide for the transition in order to 
allow inputfrom 1l1arket participants to its development. The long transition perioo 
adopted in that proceeding moreover rcllIXts characteristks unique to metering. Greater 
progress t"or use of the intemet has been made in billil'g than ill metering. 

15. Full Consolidated Billing. PG&E objects that the hourly rates proposed in the dralt 
resolution cOllstitute an over-simplitied and l'nisptaced system for cost-r~OWl)'. In 
PG&E's view, the dral\ Resolution, by limiting application of the fees to assistance 
re~ei\·ed al the discretion of the ESP, n ._~ introduces signil1cant confusion regarding what 
type ofassistance is 4disctelionary~ when, in fact, all se .... ·ices will be negotiated at the 
Jis(retion of those entering into the bilateral ~ontract. Pagc 15, ..f..f." This comment is 
completely \\ithout merit in the light of the discussion in the Draft Resolution. 
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16. The adoption of hourly labor rates and materials at cost rcllIXts the Commission's ctlort. 
in the development of the competitive dectric generation market to balance two 
competing factors. First, there is presently a lack of clarity as to the essential dements of 
(ull consolidated billing. Sccolld, reducing options, like fun consolidated billing. 
available to ESPs would be contrary to previous orders, as explained In the Discussion 
Section. ~foreover, as stated in paragraph 44 of the (oregoing Discussion Section, "The 
tenens applicable to full consolidated billing should rightfully be mad~ by contract 
between the UDC and the ESP." The hourly rates "in allow PG&E to recover its costs 
tor additional services requested by the ESP. 

17. PG&E further comments that, "To the extent that the Draft Resolution is interpreted to 
exclude recurring UDC costs associated ,,;lh ESP Futl-COIlsolidated Billing, the Draft 
Resolution WQuld be in violation ofO. 91~1O-08j (nlirneo, p. 26) and 0.98-09-070 
(mimeo, p. 16)." Such an interpr~tation is without basis because the specil1c costs 
assOCiated "ith full consolidated billing ate not detlned at present. Section 316 cost 
recovery is not the subjeCt ofthis forum. -The dian Resolution acknowledges the ability 
of the UDCs and rnarket participants tcYde,;e1op the requisite procedures that market 
participants \\ill need to lollow in "detemlining b)' practice the essential clements ot"this 
altemati\·e." 

18. PG&E also expresses concern about statements nlade in the drai\ Resolution that "ill 
unreasollably raise participants' ex~tath~)I1SHlat no obstacles, howcyer legitimate, 
should be encountered. \\'e reiterate our \70ntidellce in market pJ.lticipants to work to 
develop this option even givelliegitimate obstacles that accOlllpan)' newprocesses. We 
further reiterate our expectation that UQCs cooperate topromote this development. 

19. F~e for Set-Up in EDI. Regarding the Draft Resolution's rejec"tion of PG&E's proposed 
one-tinie fee of$I.35 per account for set-up in EDI, P"G&E nlaintains that the basis for 
rejection IS factually incorrect. In response, EnrOnfNEV comments that there is nothillg 
on the record which supports PG& E's assertion as to the distinctive nature of Set-up ill 
EDI tor ESP consolidated billing. Detause of the apparent ambiguity) we "ill modify 
Finding 30 to state that the set-up fee "may (\ot be unique to ESP consolidated billing." 
However. set-up costs belong in the din:ct access proceeding, and the fec is rejected. 

20. finally, several minor substantive changes were made, son\e of which were suggested by 
SDG&E and EnronJNEV. These changes .lie listed below . 
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• In the Summary s~lion, the sceond to the last sentencc ofpa£i.lgmph 6 was 
modil1oo tx~i.luse SDG&E's credit check fees arc also rejected, and SDG&E 
proposed no returned meter fees. The tiling date was also updated. 

• In the I1fth sentencc 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 sonic length. 

• In Paragraph 10 of the Discussion section (at p. 1). parentheses wet~ replaced 
\\ith brackets, to nlake it dear that the phrase "the reasonable costs associ.lted 
\\ith billing services unbundling" is not a direct quote from the Commission's 
decision. 

• In paragraph 46 of the Discussion Section (at p. 16), PG&H was added in 
reference to returned meter fees, as it had been inadwrtently omitted. 

• Footnote 4 in the DiscussioI'l Section was nlOOil1ed. in response to concem raised 
by EnronINEV. to clarify that the changcs \\ill be considered in the RAP, rather 
than by Ad\'ice Letter. 

• TIIC word "I~SP" was added to Finding 14 for clarification. 

• Ordering Paragraphs 5.6. 7, and 8 were moditied to c('ll('ct the postponed 
cOective date of service tees. 

FINDINGS 

I. PG&E liIed Advice Letter 1811-E on October 7, 1998 and the Supplemental Advice 
Letter 1811-E-A Oil October 21. 1998 to estabtlsh service fees applicable to ESPs tor 
consolidated billing and returned meters. 

2. SeE tiled Advice Leuer 1338·E on OClobet 1. 1998 to establish consolidated billillg 
sen"ice fccs. seE t1lcd the Supplemental Ad\"icc Letter t 338-E-A 01\ October 21, 1998 
which, among other things, added r~tumed meter fees . 
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3. SnG& E IiIOO Advice Letter 1129·E on October 21, 1998 to establish exception fces to 
apply when ESPs fail to pcrfonn optimally or r~uire assistance from the UDC. SDG&E, 
in compliance "ith or 2 01'0.98·09·070. did provide a table sho\\ing comparable 
consolidated billing service fees for comparison pUq)Qst's only. 

4. Notice of AL 181l·E, ISIt·E-A, 1338·E, 13j8·E-A, and 1129·E were made by 
publication in the Commission's calendar. In addition, PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E served 
copies ofthdr Filings on utilities and interested parties, including itlterestN partks in A. 
91-11-00-1, A.91-II-Ol1, and A.97~t2-012. 

5. CetlNet Data Systems (CeHNet), the Utility Refonn Network and the Utility'Consumers 
Action Network (TURN/UCAN), the Ofl1ce of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), and Enron 
CorporatiowNew Energy Ventures LLP (EnrowNEV). as \\'ell as SCE, tiled protests. 
These and other parties participated in the workshops. The UDCs replied to parties' 
protests. 

6. PG&E, SCE. and SDG&E request that the tarllTs ftled \\ith supplcni.ental ALs 1811-E-A 
and 1338-E-A and AL 1 129-E become enective on January 1, 1999 to coincide \\ith the 
implementation of Revenue Cycle SCT\'ice (RCS) creditS to end-use customers that 
choose to have such services provided by ESPs. 

1. The Commission. in OP i 01'0.98-09-070 directed PG&E. SCE. and SDG&E to lile 
Advice Letters (0 imp!cnient sen'ice lees tor billing sen "ices. The same orderdinxted the 
Energy Di\'isioll to subsequently conduct a workshop and prepare a resolution for 
Commission consideration addressing these service fees. 

8. Substantial diflerences exist between the cost olIsets to the billing services credit on the 
r~ord in A.91-11-00-l, et. a1. and the billing sClVice fees tiled as a result ofOP 2 of D.98-
09·070. 

9. SDG&E had tiled no billing cost onsets in the RCS proceeding on which to base tees. 
SDG&E proposes in AL 1129·E to include routine incremental costs in PU Cooe Section 
376 recovery ralher than as fees to ESPs. 

10. The Commission in 0.98-09-070 did not mle on the reasonableness of the cost onsets as 
proposN by PG&E and seE . 
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II. On (kto~r 16, 1998. the Energ)' DivisioIi. held a public workshop, asdir~ted by OP 2 of 
D.98·09-070, to discuss the S('C\'lce fec proposals and resolvc areas of disagreement 
among the parties. 

12. Parties Ott the \\>orkshop questioned the appropriateness of the advice letter process for 
establishing billing service fees gh'enthe fact that the Commission did not adopt s}X"CiI'ic 
fees in D.98-09-070 (slip opinion, p. 16). 

13. On November l,the Ellcrgy Division conducted a workshop by conference call to discuss 
SDG&E~s Advice Letter 1129-E. 

14. The Commission ruled out PU Code Section 376 recovery for recurring costs associated 
"lth ESP consolidatN billing byordering PG&E. SCE. and SDG&E "to me advice 
letters ... to impJenlcnt seo'ice fees for billing sef\'ices." (D. 98-09.07~. OP 2). 

15. PU Code Section 376 recowry has different cost allocation implications than the ESP 
service fec.s ordered in D. 98-09-070. 

16. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E ate denied PU Code Section 376 recovery lor recurring costs 
associated \\;lh ESP consolidated billing. 

t 7. ESP consolidated billing was authorized as a means ofproniotillg comparable acccss to 
generation nlarkets. As such. fees must be designed so as to minimize barriers to entry. 

18. The use of consistent methods for the design of service fe~s statewide is an extension of 
the policy expressed in the Res proceeding. 

19. The consolidated billing service fees adopted today will aHow the UDes an opportunity, 
\\ilh conscientious management, to recover their reasonable costs. 

20. Consolidated billing se(\'ice fees should be designed to accurately reneet cost causation. 

21. ESPs should be gi,wn an opportunity to reduce their impact On UDe reSOurces by 
changing the t)"lJC oftransaction that the)' usc . 

23 



• 

• 

Resolution E·3582 
Ad\'ic~ tetters 1811·E (PO&E). 1338·E (SeE). 
and 1129·E (SDO&E)lKOA ~ 

January 20, 1999 

22. Adopting the UDC's proposN cteJit ch«k fees would subject an ESP otTeriog 
consolidatoo billing statc\\idc to tlu.:c clearly duplicative crooit processes and fees. 

23. UDCs haw not dcrnonstratCtt that credit ch«k processes arc requirCJ in this forum as 
well a. .. the OA proceeding. 

24. PG&E and SDG&E structuroo their fees for partial consolidated billing to rencel both ~r 
ESP and per service account cost cau5ation. This fce structure is preferable to charging 
ESPs strictly On a~r account basis lx.'X'ause of the obligation of the ESP to the UDC for 
end·use customer bills. 

25. SeE's proposed per Service account feesfoqiartial consolidated billing disregard the 
potential for economies of scale as the number of service accounts per ESP increases. 
Also as the number of seC\'ice accounts per ESP increases in this new niarkel; fees 
charged solely on a per seC\'ice account basis \\ill tend to be less stable. 

26. SeE's proposed consolidated billing sCf\'ice fees are inconsistent \\ith our decision to 
recover billing cost otTsets frorn ESPs rather than ncUing them out of the ReS credits. 
One key (actor in that decision was to aUow fees for these seC\'ices to vary b), ESP when 
appropriate. 

27. SeE's proposed fces signiticantly excecd those proposed b)' PG&E. Substantial cost 
differences between two similarly siud California utilities suggests room for emeienc), 
improvements in the higher cost operation. 

28. It is reasonable to adopt the &1.me sCf\'ice fees for seE 3S those adopted for PO&E. 

29. PG&E·s proposed ~r seC\'ice account fee for partial consolidated billing includes the cost 
of certain exception services which would not apply to all sen'ice accounts. SIX~ifically, 
the fees relkct costs associated \\ith reverting billing option to dual, deposit application 
to unpaid balance, and sending a notification letter to the customer. Such costs should b.: 
borne by the accounts to which they appl)'. They should therefore be removed from 
PG&E's and SeE's adopted Illonthly (X'r sen'ice account fee. 

30. PG&E's proposed one-time fee for set-up in EDI is a direct access issue, may not be 
ullique to ESP consolidated biUing. and therefore is not adopted. 
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31. Some partks present at the Cktober 16 workshop expressed their lack of support tor the 
UDCs' l1S~ ofth\' more costly VAN tni.nsmission for EDI transactions. Migration to the 
int.:met would signit1cantly rlXluce the cost of EDI transactions. 

32. SDG&E in AL 1129·E proposes ex('eptlon fees- for an array of services provided when 
the performance oran ESP imposes extra costs on SDG&E. Charging ESPs at cost for 
extra assislance andlor (X'rfomlance that is less than optiulal provides appropriate pricing 
signa1s. SDG&E·s proposlXl fees are based en reasonable cost assun'lptions. 

33. Fces for exception se-£\'ices send appropriate pricing signats and shou1d apply statc\\ide at 
the earliest (X)ssible date. 

34. Some ofSDG&E's proposed exception fees, sJX"Cit1cally those for field investigations, 
delayed meter da~a, and ft'quired n\eter change. are not rdakd to ESP consolidated 
billing or the cost olYsets on the record in the ReS procceding lor PG&E and SCE: 
These fees are therefore not adopted . 

35. PG&E and SeE did not tile fC'c-s (or exception sC£\'ices. 

36. Fun consolidated billing has the potential to benel1t end-usc cust()mers. Howewr, even 
after discussions at the Octo~r 16 workshop, participants could not agree as to what the 
essentia1 demel'l.ts of' full consoliJatoo ESP billing are or how to appropriately design fees 
tor this alternative. 

37. TIle p~esent lack of clarity in the Cl)urse of full consolidated bll1ing is not a sutlicienl 
reason to reduce options availab1e to ESPs. 

38. Any UDC practice that thwarts the efforts ofESPs to pursue full consolidated bi1ling 
constitutes a dir~t \'iolation of Commission Orders. 

39. The market particip."tnts are capable of detenllining by practice the essential elements of 
full consoliJated billing. 

40. The tenns applicable (0 fun consoliJated billing should rightfully ~ made by contract 
between the UDC and the ESP. ESPs are encouraged to bring to the attention of the 
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Commission any UDC effort to illlpose unreasonable standards for full ~onso1idated 
billing. 

41! As long 3S a.{sistanC'~ fn:Hll th~ UDC for full consolidated billing is recei\;M at the 
discretion ofthe ESP. an houri)' labor rate for billing set~up and ongoing support, and 
non·labor costs for bIlling seHlp and ongoing support at cost 3r~ reasonable. 

42. D.98-09-070 spedt1cally linllted the UDCs\ Ad\'k~ letter t11ings to ESP ser\'ic~ fees 
rdated to partial arid full consolidated ESP billing. 

43. To the extent substantive conll'll.ents ar~ adopted herein, protestants protests an.'; granted. 
In all other resJX'Cts. protests are denied . 

26 



• 

• 

•• 

Resolution E·35S2 
Advic~ I..:lt.:rs lSI I·E lPG&E), 1338·E (SeE). 
and I 129-E (SDG&E)JKI)A ~ 

THEREFORE IT IS ORIlEREIl THAT: 
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1. PG&Ets Ad\'ice Leller 181 I-E, as supplenlented by At. 181 t-E-A, is approved subject to 
the following 1l1odil1cations: 

• For full consolidated billing, the hOllrly labor rates proposoo by PG&E arc 
adopted for billing set-up and ongoing support. Non·labor costs for such supJX)rt 
services may also be recovered from the ESPs. These hourly labor rates and nOIl

labor rates at cost shall apply at the discretion ofthe ESP requesting such 
assistance. 

• The ilnllual ESP creditworthiness che~l is denied because credit worthiness 
evaluation is a direct access issue and the 111agnitude of the proposed fee is not 
jU5tit1ed . 

• Partial consolidated billil1g per service account fees for reverting billing option to 
dual, deposit applkiltion to unpaid balance. and sending notitication letter to the 
customer arc denied. 

• The one-lime fec per service account for sd-up in electronic data inten:hang,-~ is 
denied. 

• The exception fees 5ho\\11 in Tablel attached to this Resolution arc adopted for 
PG&E. 

• The returned meter tees are denied tx'Cause D.98-09·070 spedl1e-all)' limited the 
utilities~ proposed ESP charges to service fees for partial and full ESP 
consolidated billing. 

• The fees sho\\TI in Tables I and 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted for 
PG&E. Any fees not shown in Tables I and 2 arc denied . 



• 

• 

• 

Rcs(\lution E-3582 January 20. 1999 
Ad\"ic~ l.etters lSll-E (PO&E), 1338-E (SeE). 
and 1129-E (SDG&E)lKDA -r 

2. SeE's Advice l.eU.:r 133S-E, as suppkmenteJ by AI. t33S-E-A, is approwd subjed to 
the follo.\\lng moditications: 

• For full co.nsolidated billing, the houri), labor rate and non-labor rate at cost as 
sho\\n on Table 1 attachN to this Resolution ar~ adopted fo.r billing set-up and 
ongo.ing sUPpOrt. These rates shaH apply at the discretion of the ESP rc-questing 
such assistance. 

• The one-time credit establishment and the on-going monthly c[,,'\.iit worthiness 
check charges are denied. Credit worthiness evaluation is a direct access issue 
and the magnitude of these proposed charges is notjustitkd. 

• For partial consolidated billing, the same tees adopted fo.r PG&E shall be adopted 
forSCE. 

• The exception fees sho\\n in Table 2 auached to this Resolution are ado.pted for 
SeE . 

• The returned meter fees are denied lx--causc D.98-09-070 sIX~iticaU)' limited the 
utilities' proposed ESP charges to ser .. ice fees for partial and full ESP . 
consolidated billing. 

• The fees shO\\ll in Tables 1 and 2 altach('d to this Resolutio.n arc adopted for seE. 
Any fees not ShO\\ll in Tables I and 2 arc denied. 

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

• 

• 

For full consolidated bitting, the hourly labor ratc for assistance \\lth rates and 
system support sho\\TI lor comparison purposes by SDG&E in Table 2 of AL 
1129-E is adopted. Non-labor costs for support services milY a'so be recovered 
from ESPs. These hourly ratcs and non-labor rates at cost shall apply at the 
discretion of the ESP requesting such assistance. 

For ~1rtial consolidated billing, the monthly charges ~r ser\'ice account and the 
monthly charge per ESP,\\ith the exception of the charges tor credit checks of 
ESPs. as sho\\ll in Table 2 ofSDG&E~s AL 1129-E are adopted . 
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• The charg~s shown in Table 2 ofSOG&E's AI. I 129·E fot the per event credit 
worthiness ch«k and the ongoing credit check of ESPs are denied. Credit 
worthiness evaluation is a dir«t access issue and the magnitude of these proposed 
charges is notjustil1oc. 

• The exception fees. shown in Table 2 attached (0 this Resolution are adopted. 
These adopt~d fees are among those proposed b)' SDG&E in AL 1129·E (Table 
I). 1I0\\"cver. SDG&E·s propoS\."d exception fees for tield investigations. delayed 
1l1eter data charges. and required n"ieter change are not relatoo to ESP consolidated 
billing, and are therefore denied. 

• The fees sho\\n in Tables I and 2 attached to this Resolution are adopted for 
SDG&E. Any fees not sho\m in these tables are denied. 

4. PG&E, SCE, and SDG&E shall, \\ithin ten days oCthe effective datc of this Resolution. 
HIe tarill's implementing: a) the ESP consolidated billing service fees adopted by this 
Order and sho\\n in Table I attached to this Resolution and. b) the exception lees adopted 
by this Order and shc)\\n in Table 2 attached to this Resolution. 

5. All taritTs t11ed pursuant to this Order shan lx"'Come elIcclive on tiling, subject to Energy 
Division 1111dirig that they are in compli3l1ce \\ith this Resolution. 

6. Beginning on the ell"eclivc date of the tarin's ordered b)' this Resolution, PG&E, SCE 
and SDG&E shall remove all costs as.sociated \\ith activities relating to ESP consolidated 
billing rrom their applications which request recowry of costs pursuant to PU Code 
Section 376. 

7. Beginnillg on the en't.--ctive date of the lariO's ordered by this Resolution, PG&E. SeE and 
SDG&E shaH remove all costs associated \\ith activities relating to ESP consolidated 
billing lor exception services from their applications which request recowry oreosts 
pursuant to PU Code Section 376. 

8. Parties Lo applicable subgroups of the Direct Access TariO' Working Group shall expedite 
implementation of migration to the Intemet for EDI trallsactions due to its long.tenn cost
enectiwness. Within six months of the etl"l--ctive date of this Resolution, the charges 
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rdated to Vatue Added Network (VAN) transmission included in adopted sC{\'icc fees 
shall no longer be n1anda.tory upon ESPs for ED) tnmsactions. The UDCs ma)' eliminate 
VAN charges by Hling ad\'ice ktters if the timing Qfthe 1999 RAP prlxeedings cannot 
accommodate this sunset date for mandatoI)' VAN transmission charges. 

9. PG&E. SeE and SDG&E shall addres.s in their 1999 RAP applications, improwlUcnts in 
consolidated bitting scrvice fees. including: 

• Fees that retlc~t etl1cicnc)' improvements in UDC acti\'ities supportIng ESP 
consolidated billing, 

• Fee·s that retleel lower cost allemalh'es fot ESPs. 

• Fec designs that accurately retleel cost causation, 

• Fees that r«over only ESP consolidated (not dual or UDC consolidated) billing 
costs, 

• 
• 

Fees that exclude all costs associated \\lth exception services. and 

Fees based on sC{\'ices comparable to those provided by the UDC to larger 
customers. 

to. To the extent substantivc comments are adopted herein, protestants prot~sts are granted. 
(n an other re.spects, protests arc denied. 

II. This Resolution is cllecli\"c toda)' . 
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I certify that the foregoing Resolution was duly intr(Xtuc~, passed, and adopted at a 
conference of the Public Utilities Conunissi?n ~fthe state Of~if nia h9d on Janu~,~~ , 

(7 iQ,Y7 ?t..,v 
1999; the foUo\\ing Commissioners voting favorably thereon' ~{r( /?A .... - ' :. --, 

... . "\ -

J) 

, . ' . ~-
,,'I.' - ......... 

-------- . : -, :--"'-

\VEStEY M. FRANKtJN - .... ~~ 

Executive Dir.:clol - , . 

RICHARD A. DlLAS 
President 

III~NRY M. DUQUE 
JOSIAH L. NEEPER 

Commissioners 

- , .. 

" , 
~ ~- ...... 

... J J., 
-'. " 



• 

• 

• 

Resolutioo E·}SS2 Jl...'luU)" 20, 1m 
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Table I 
Stn let ftts for El!ugy Srnfct Pro\ldtrs 

Adopttd by Resolution r.-'}~l 

Parthl C'onsolidl!ed 8i11ing SCE PG,~E SOO~E 

MOOlhl.,. Cfla.r~( per Stoke Account 
VAN Transmission ofDll1 SO.12 SO.12 SO.l3 
Process ESP Pa)ments (footnote i) 0.012 
Rewrt Billing option to Dull (footnote 1) 
lkpo,sit Applkation to Unp3id t-abn«( «(ootnote 1) 
Send Notifi(ation tetter to Customer (footnote I) 

TOTALS: SO.12 SO.12 SO.20 

MOnthly Cfla.ritt DC't ESP 
EOI B10k Processing Charge SI.SO $I.S0 $3.78 
EDt (VAN) Fee for Pa)ment(footnote 2) 2.20 2.20 
Daily Chtd: for Pa)ment (see footnote I) 59.00 59.00 110.00 

--
TOTALS: S63.00 $63.00 Sl D.78 

full Consolid.!ted Billing 

Hoerly Labor Rate to Assist 
ESPs with Rates and Systems SSS.OO SSS.OO S9O.00 
Billing Set Up and Ongoing Support (non-labor) cost cost cost 

Notes: 
1) This is an exception cost and should not be chargN as a Monthly fee on aU AccounK 
2) SDG&E maintains thlt this cost is more appropriately Ch:ugN as a per account fee and indud ... -J in 

Monthly Charge pet SeC\'ke A(count - Process ESP Pa) ments. Because of lack of cOffip3tibility 
between PG&E arid SDG&E, we allow this ,,·ariation . 
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Table- 1 
Adopted [utption FtC'S for SOG&r. rG&F. arid ser. 

Actount Analysis (rem.lIks and examples 
t>ttow from Soo&E's AL I I 29·E} 

Retrieul of account information 
Routine Account Aoal)'sis 
Complex Account An.lt)'sis 
Re$eod fileiReport 
rnwstigate EDI Payments 
lDuplic-alt Pa)-meots) 

Refund account credits due to 
o\'efJ'3)ment (EDl) 

In\'oluntJiy Billing Change 

BillingfAccounls Switch 

ssraccount 
S I Q,'account 
S.tSlhour 
S I Slref"."'lt 
SS5!oc(urreoce 

SS/account 

Soo.tE proposes these seO'ice as exception fees since the ESP has pre,,;ously received the data. 
SDG&E will provide these senKes b.lsN on resource a .... ailability. 
Eumples: Retrie"'a1 ofat(ount infonnation. Pro·.ilks Sto'ice to ESPs ",ho r~uest SDG&E to 
investigate and pro"'ide specific information on \'arious accounts, such as new ac(ount numt>trs. 
new meter numbers. amount of bill. billing periods, PX cteJit, date issueJ, cycle and r~ads. This 
chMge is only ,'alid" hen information has alrtady been pro"'i&d to the ESP. 
Routine Ac(ount Anah-sis. Charged \"lien ESP rtquests Soo~tE to analyze account information 
and pro,' ide a..~istance to the ESP to understand how Soo& E bills the pX creJit, rebates and 
meter data. In these cases the sp«ific information has alread)' been pro\'ideJ to the ESP and the 
ESP is asking SOO&E to perform the anal) sis instead ofusin~ their internal reSOUT.:es. 
Cornpk!C. Account Analysis. Unique inquiries which require extensiw investigation. 
Restnd file;Report. Charged "hen ESPs reque:.t that re(X)rts or tiles be resent after the initial 
submittal. 
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S0.30.'da),/SI000-
of UDe charges 

S2S!account 

S&'account 

S57/meter 
S67imeter 
SSo"Oleter 
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PG&:E. and SCE 
by Ru. [-3$82 

SS!aC(ounl 
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