	ISSUES FOR DAWG REPORT -- .�PRIVATE ��



8.0	Customer Billing



	This chapter outlines alternative solutions to issues surrounding the distribution and collection of customer energy service bills.  It also discusses possible statewide format standards  for bills and the processes of how the exchange of germane billing information may be completed between the various billing parties.  Finally, the billing distribution options will be addressed.



	The Commission is addressing several billing issues separately in the Ratesetting and Unbundling Working Group.  While that work proceeds in parallel, several specific issues fall to this group.  The following discussion is specific as possible given the developing positions of parties on unbundling discreet distribution services.



Several of the issues which follow arise with alternatives B & C because additional  market participants are involved.  Alternative A maybe perceived by customers as no change from today.



	8.1  Where there are multiple providers of services to a single customer, who provides the billing for that customer*s Aenergy services@?	 



		8.1.1	Alternative A:  UDC Bundled Billing



		The UDC shall, on a monthly basis, dispense a single bill to each of its direct access customers.  That bill shall include a  breakdown of all generation, transmission, distribution, customer, CTC, Public Goods and other applicable charges attributed to that customer over the past month.  The direct access customer*s energy service provider shall supply all requisite information to the representative UDC immediately after receiving usage information from the customer*s meter read, so that the customer*s entire bill may be calculated and dispensed in a timely fashion.  Information linkage between energy service providers and the UDC will occur via �EDI or other technological innovations.

		

Pros:		

			1)  Since the direct access customer is still a customer of the UDC for wires services, the UDC would simply continue billing for services it supplies to the customer and add to that, any additional services provided to the customer by the market.   

		

			2)  UDC charges are likely to constitute the majority of the customer*s bill, at least during the industry*s Atransition period@ (1998-2005), so it may be appropriate that the UDC continue to maintain control of billing for its services.

		   	

			3)  The UDC*s billing system infrastructures may be better positioned  to accommodate billing third party services to direct access customers given the proposed phase-in schedule of the Commission.  It is an open question whether the market will be able, or willing, to systematically bill all direct access customers for all energy services on January 1, 1988.

		

			4)  The regulated UDC currently has responsibility for providing its customers with certain legal notice of regulatory events, service options and rule reform.  This requirement is often accomplished by inserts in a customer*s bill.

		

			5)  A direct access customer can change his supplier or aggregator consistent with the terms of supply contract and Aswitching@ standards established by industry market rules.  4Arguably, there may be a greater potential that a customer*s bill will be mishandled during this switching process than if a single agency, such as a UDC, perpetually bills the customer.  Similarly, customers currently call UDC for billing or system reliability problems.  Unbundled UDC billing may provide for  the customer to call both the UDC and the energy service supplier.

		

			6)  Could reduce costs for third party suppliers because they don*t have to add billing to their costs of service.

			

		

Cons:  

			1)  Some maintain that UDC bundled billing would preclude them from entering the restructured electric service marketplace.  They have indicated that, at minimum, the CPUC must establish a rigid schedule of what monopoly services will be unbundled and when to assure utility compliance.

		

			2)  Customer is denied a choice of provider for billing.

			

			3) 5Depending on Commission*s decision regarding the timing and degree of unbundling, customers may lose an opportunity to have certain electric services repackaged to accommodate their particular needs at the lowest cost.

		

			4)  If  the UDC provides a bundled bill to the direct access customer, energy service providers may lose brand name recognition for the services that they provide.  This may inhibit market penetration.

		

			5)  When there are multiple service providers there could be an issue of financial float.  Depending on the rules and details, some parties may benefit or be harmed.

		

			6)  Could increase cost to UDC  if there is a need to modify systems to do retail billing.

		

		

		8.1.2	Alternative B - Third Party Billing for UDC and Third Party Services.	

		

		The third party biller may, on some periodic basis, dispense a single bill to each of its direct access customers.  That bill would likely include a cost breakdown of all generation, transmission, distribution, customer, CTC, Public Goods and other charges attributed to that customer over the past month.  The transmission charges will be provided by the ISO, the distribution charges, CTC*s and public goods charges will be provided by the UDC, while charges for generation and other services supplied by the energy service provider will provided by that entity.  This information will then be forwarded to the third party biller after the customer*s meter has been read so that the customer*s bill may be dispensed according to predetermined timing and data exchange rules in a timely fashion. (In one scenario, the energy service provider is also the biller.  In that case, the energy service provider could either line item into the bill its own service charges or consolidate all energy service charges, without specific cost breakdown, to one amount.)

		

Pros:

			1) If energy service provider is the biller, it would be better able to gain name recognition and perhaps increase the speed of market penetration.

		

			2) Retailers would be given an opportunity to repackage unregulated services with traditional UDC distribution service.  This package would be tailored to better meet the direct access customer*s needs and presumably at a lower cost than the sum of UDC distribution charges and those services provided separately by the aggregator.  This bill may include services outside those related to the traditional electric marketplace.

		

			3) Third party billing by energy service provider may be less expensive than UDC billing, particularly if UDC provides it with calculations of current customer bill features (franchise fees, utility user tax, etc.).

		

			4)  Third party billing may lead to quicker innovation and services.

		

			5)  By creating a third party billing alternative, the CPUC could maximize customer choices.  Customers could choose to purchase from an energy provider which does its own billing or from one that contracts with the UDC or other party for billing.

		

Cons:	1)

			6If the third party biller is an energy service provider, some additional consumer protection issues arise, such as use or dispersal of sensitive customer information, and the termination of service for non-payment, and credit worthiness.

			

		 	2)  Customer is prevented from making its own selection of who it would like to bill their services.

		

			3)  In repackaging or rebundling of services, there*s an opportunity for retailers to keep savings the customers would otherwise see from restructuring.

		 

			4)  UDC would be dependent on third-parties to collect a large bulk of its revenue

		

			5)  There may be serious concerns over the credit worthiness of third-parties.

		

			6)  Sophisticated contractual arrangements may be required.

		

			7)  The consumer would have no UDC verification that the distribution services billed by the UDC and those billed by the energy service provider correlated to each other.

		

			8)  Consumer notification of regulatory events, service options and mandatory notices may become more complicated.

		

			9)  7Expected savings by the UDC from third-party billing may be small.,  Incremental decreases of specific unbundled components to a UDC billing transaction don*t correlate to an equal incremental decrease in its billing costs

		

			10)  Its very conceivable that some customers will aggregate their own loads.  This is especially true for large customers with various service functions and locations (ex. oil refineries), chains and state and local accounts.  If aggregators are to be charged with the billing function, these customers would be charged with calculating their own bills.  There may be self-dealing concerns depending on which services are finally unbundled.

		

			11)  Concerns over customer Adisconnect@ policies for non-payment may become more complicated 

		

			12)  When there are multiple service providers there could be an issue of financial float.  Depending on the rules and details, some parties may benefit or be harmed.

			13)  Third party billing could present an additional complication for the determination and collection of franchise fees and various taxes.  (See Chapter 12.)

		

		8.1.3 	Alternative C -  Split Billing Options

			

		In this alternative, the customer would receive two bills.  This option assumes that the energy service provider is also a third party biller. The UDC would bill the customer for the distribution services, CTCs, PGC, etc. that it provides the customer, and the energy service provider would bill the customer for the services that it provides.  Information linkage between energy service providers and the UDC would occur via EDI or other technological innovations.

		

Pros:

			1) The energy service provider would receive brand name recognition from its bill.

		

			2)  The UDC would better control the collection of the revenues required to achieve lower costs for its core customers, assists a positive transition into a competitive marketplace and the UDC will continue to earn a return for its shareholders.

		

			3)  The customer would be able to verify the consistency of the energy supplied to it against the energy delivered for it.

		

			4)  This may provide for greater clarity for the consumers on who to call when they have questions about their bill(s).

		

			5)  Consumer protection issues would be more easily managed.  Legal notification and customer education process would remain with UDC, and self dealing concerns would be minimized. 

		

			6)  This may provide for relatively greater simplicity in implementation.

		

Cons:

			1)  Some surveys indicate that most customers may prefer a single bill rather than two bills.

		

			2)  Some have represented that UDC bundled billing will preclude retailers from entering the restructured electric service marketplace.  This may also be true for this split billing option.  Aggregators would not be given an opportunity to repackage soon-to-be unregulated electric services with traditional UDC distribution service.

		

			3)  Customer is prevented from selecting who bills for services.

		

			4)  Customer disconnect policies for Anon-payment@ may become more complicated.





	8.2.0	Payment of Bills



		8.2.0.1	Responsibility for Paying UDC Charges



		Issue: Is the end user or the retailer responsible for paying charges to the UDC? This issue encompasses (i) whether the retailer or end user will pay UDC charges to the UDC in the first instance, and (ii) even if the UDC sends a bill to the retailer, will the UDC seek payment from the end user if the retailer fails to pay, as is currently provided in Gas Rule for core aggregation.



		The end user continues to be responsible for UDC charges, even if the UDC sends the bill for those charges to a retailer. However, where there is a retailer, the UDC will look first to the retailer for payment. Only in the event that the retailer fails to pay UDC charges, and only if security for those charges is inadequate to cover them, will the UDC look, as a last resort, to the end user for payment.



	Pros: 



			1)  End-user would be making a single payment transaction through the retailer.

		

			2)  Other UDC customers should not have to bear these costs.



			3)  Retailer would be able to provide a value-added service to the end-user and UDC by providing bill collection services.



			4)  This is consistent with current rules for gas core aggregation.



			5) Promotes development of relationship between retailers and end users, thereby facilitating quicker development of a competitive market.



			6) Ensures that the customer is protected from retailer failure.



Cons:



			1)  End-use customer still potentially liable for payment(s) to the UDC, other energy service providers and local governmental entities if the retailer is unable or refuses to satisfy the end-users outstanding obligations.  End-use customer would have to pay UDC and others and pursue recovery from the retailer.



			2)  Customer bears risk that retailer will not perform obligations to the UDC.



			3) Some customers may not understand the ramifications of a retailer's failure to pay amounts owed to the UDC.

			

	

		8.2.0.2	Security To Ensure Bill Payment



		Issue: Will either the retailer, the end user, both, or neither be required to post some type of security to ensure that the UDC receives payment of the charges owed to it and if so, what type of security will be required? 



		For default service customers the UDC will require security from customers and will impose credit rules on end-users consistent with current rules. If an end-user receives service from a retailer, security could be addressed in a number of ways. 	





		8.2.0.2.1 UDC Imposed Creditworthiness Requirement of Retailers



			Consistent with gas rules on transportation, the UDC could impose a creditworthiness requirement on retailers and make the final determination of the retailer's creditworthiness. In lieu of this requirement, retailers could submit a security deposit, using the various forms of security described in Gas Rule 32, including letters of credit, cash deposit, or surety bond. Such forms of security should have standardized terms and conditions to avoid arbitrary UDC action. The security amount would be a function of UDC charges collected by retailers (for example, 90 days estimated bill).

�Pros:

	

			1)  UDC and other suppliers could pursue further collection from the end-use customer in scenarios where the obligation incurred by the retailer on behalf of the customer exceeds the security deposit.



			2) UDC and other service providers are partially or wholly protected by the security deposit or insurance pool.



			3)  End-use customers and retailer would retain current legal protection through the Abankruptcy@ process.



		4) Creditworthiness/security deposit requirements on retailers would help to ensure that retailers in the market are credible players.

Cons: 



			1)  End-use customer may be assuming an unknown amount of liability through transactions conducted by the retailer (i.e. unsuccessful attempts to Agame@ the system).



			2)  Security deposit would impose a burden upon the retailer or their end-use customers.



			8.2.0.2.2 Statewide Insurance  Risk Pool Managed by 	Investment 				Bankers



			An alternative to retailers might have competitive investment bankers manage an insurance risk pool on a statewide basis. The pool would provide payment to UDCs in the event of a member's default. The risk manager would determine the charges that would be necessary for membership. Such a pool might be optional, rather than mandatory, and customers could choose to transact with retailers who are members of the pool, thereby no longer being responsible to the UDC for retailer nonpayments, or the customer could transact with non-members and remain liable to the utility in the event of retailer non-payment.



Pros: 



			1)  Standardized security terms could insure that all retailers could participate if they want to and are financially capable.



			2)  Reduces short-term financial liability for UDC and end-use customers from new market entrants.



			3)  Security protects both consumers and the UDC from non-performing retailers.



			4)  Providing several options allows the market participants to determine which means to protect consumers and the UDC from nonpayment is most effective and desirable.



			5)  Insurance "pool" helps to allocate equitably the cost of the risk of non-performance and allows the market to price this risk.



Cons: 



			1)  Offering the customer the choice to transact with retailers who are members of the insurance risk pool or non-members is, while customer choice, is somewhat confusing.



			2)  End-use customer*s credit worthiness is partially dependent upon the financial viability of their retailer.  May be a barrier to entry into the market for new retailers.



			3)  If the pool is not mandatory, the UDC must be able to look to the end-use customer if the pool goes bankrupt.



	4)  If the pool is not mandatory, adverse selection may occur.



			5)  This approach implies UDC acceptance of a risk pool as sufficient security, which may not provide adequate coverage for all activity of a retailer with every UDC statewide.  Adequacy of coverage cannot be assessed based one retailer*s activity with in individual UDC.



			6)  UDC*s have current credit rules that adequately address issues for retailers in the wholesale gas market.  These can be easily adapted to the electric market.



			7)  Security requirements can create added costs, which need to be minimized in order to avoid impediments to competition.



			8)  Smaller retailers may find posting security onerous.



		8.2.0.3	Effect of Security on Obligation to Pay



		Issue: If the retailer posts security, are there any circumstances where an end user should nevertheless be responsible to the UDC to pay UDC charges if the retailer fails to pay?



		Under gas rule providing for wholesale gas transportation, the end user continues to be liable to the UDC if the retailer fails to pay UDC charges. In the event a retailer is secured by the insurance risk pool, perhaps this obligation could be relieved.  



Pros: 



			1)  Gives end use customers the incentive to seek out responsible retailers



			2)  Consistent with core aggregation rules



Cons:



			1)  Some customers may be unwilling to bear the risk of retailer non-performance





	8.2.0.4  Payment to Third Party Service Providers



	Issue:  Who is responsible for paying other service providers?



	Depending on whether the end use customer is a default customer of the UDC or a customer of a retailer, the UDC or the retailer is responsible for payment





	8.2.1	Prior to Changing Service Providers



		8.2.1.1	Default service



		Issue: What payment requirements apply for default UDC services?



		The UDC will apply current payment rules.



Pros:	



			1) Current payment rules are well established in CPUC approved tariffs, and related State and Federal laws and regulations.



Cons: 



			1)  Unless the conditions defining Adefault@ service are well established, the UDC could be assuming financial liability for an underterminded period of time while the responsibilities are being sorted out.



		8.2.1.2	Obligation to pay and change of service



		Issue: Can an end user change service without having reconciled payment obligations under the previous service?



		For end users taking default service who seek to change to a retailer, the UDC will apply current payment rules, including shutoff alternatives to ensure payment of charges owed to it. For end users taking service from a retailer who desires to switch to default service, the UDC will apply its current credit rules. If the end user has failed to pay its bill to a retailer, this may affect the UDC's application of its credit rules. The ability of an end user to switch from service by a retailer and the end user's payment obligations will depend on the commercial terms of the end user/retailer contract.



Pros:



			1)  Ensures fulfillment of obligations.



			2)  Minimizes CPUC regulation

Cons:



			1)  None identified.



	8.2.2	Billing Disputes and payment obligation during pendency of a dispute over bill accuracy



		8.2.2.1 End user/UDC disputes



		Issue: If there is a billing dispute by an end user relating to charges from the UDC, what are the end user's obligations to pay the bill during the pendency of the dispute and what happens if the end user fails to meet this obligation?



		If the end user disputes the bill of the UDC, the end user may take the matter up with its retailer. The retailer can raise the issue with the UDC. During the pendency of the dispute the retailer must continue to pay the UDC's charges, consistent with current CPUC billing rules. Whether the end user is obligated to pay its charges to the retailer will depend on the commercial contract terms between the end user and the retailer. If the retailer fails to pay the UDC charges, even in the event of a dispute, the UDC could go after security and if security is insufficient then seek payment from the end user, with possible termination of service if charges remain unpaid.

�Pros:



			1) Continues existing policies and protections for bill disputes involving utility charges.



			2)  Allows retailer to offer services as end user's representative in addressing bill disputes.



			3)  The end-use customer retains the right to use the CPUC complaint process.



Cons:



			1)  Some customers may not feel comfortable looking to retailer for bill dispute protections (although they are not obligated to do so).



			2)  The retailer is still responsible to pay the UDC charges while the dispute between the retailer and customer is being resolved.



		8.2.2.2 End user/retailer disputes



		Issue: If there is a billing dispute by an end user relating to the bill of a retailer, what are the end user's obligations to pay the bill during the pendency of the dispute and what happens if the end user does not meet this obligation?



		The end user's options in the event of a billing dispute with the retailer will depend on the commercial terms of the contract between the end user and the retailer.



Pros:



			1)  Avoids regulation of competitively-provided services.



			2)  Permits flexibility in commercial contract terms.



Cons:



			1)  None identified.



		8.2.2.3 Retailer/UDC Disputes



		Issue: If there is a billing dispute by a retailer relating to the bill of the UDC, what is the retailer's obligations to pay the bill during the pendency of the dispute and what happens if the retailer fails to meet this obligation?

		In the event of a billing dispute, the retailer must pay the UDC's charges in accordance with current CPUC rules (see section 8.2.2.1, above).



Pros:



			1)  Continues existing policies and protections for bill disputes involving utility charges.



Cons:



		-	1)  None identified.



	8.2.3	Termination of Service



	Termination of service can arise in two contexts: termination of service that is sought by the supplier (UDC or retailer), or termination that is sought by the end user. The former is addressed in this section. The latter subject is addressed in Chapter 5. 



		8.2.3.1	UDC Termination Policy



			8.2.3.1.1	UDC Terminating Service to Retailer



			Issue: If a retailer fails to pay charges it owes to the UDC, may the UDC terminate commercial realtionship to a retailer, and, if so, what happens to continuing service to the end user served by that retailer? 



			If a retailer fails to pay UDC charges, the UDC will seek recovery from the retailer, call on the security, if any, and, if necessary, from the end user. In the event the end user fails to pay, the UDC could terminate service consistent with CPUC rules. Retailers who consistently fail to pay bills should be subject to decertification. If a retailer is decertified, end users transacting with a retailer will be given the option to take service from another retailer or to take default service.



Pros:



			1)  Consistent with current CPUC rules.



			2)  Encourages responsible retailers.



Cons:



			1)  Some customers may be unwilling to bear the risk of retailer non-performance.



			8.2.3.1.2	UDC terminating service to end user



			Issue: Can the UDC terminate physical service to an end user if the end user fails to pay charges owed to (i) a retailer, or (ii) the UDC, or if the end user's retailer fails to pay charges owed to the UDC?



			The UDC will not terminate delivery service if an end user fails to pay charges owed to a retailer, so long as the UDC continues to receive money owed to it. If the UDC does not receive payment of charges owed to the UDC, it may terminate service consistent with current CPUC rules.



Pros:



			1)  Prevents retailers from using shut-off threats to unreasonably leverage end users.



			2)  Retains shutoff rules within CPUC jurisdiction.



			3)  Consistent with current CPUC rules.



			4)  Consistent with core aggregation rules.



			5)  Encourages transacting with responsible retailers.



Cons:



			1)  Some customers may be unwilling to bear the risk of retailer non-performance.



		8.2.3.2	Third Party Termination Policy



			8.2.3.2.1	Retailer physical termination of service to end user



			Issue: If an end user defaults in charges owed to a retailer, can the retailer physically terminate service to the end user?



			Retailers have no ability to physically terminate service, and the UDC will not terminate physical connection on demand of a retailer.



Pros:



			1)  Prevents retailers from using shut-off threats to unreasonably leverage end users.



			2)  Retains shutoff rules within CPUC jurisdiction.



Cons:



			1)  None identified.



			8.2.3.2.2	End user alternatives if retailer terminates service contract



			Issue: If a retailer terminates its service contract with an end user, how does the end user continue to receive electric service?



			If a retailer terminates its service contract, the end user will have the option of choosing another retailer or taking default service. AReference Chapter 5 - Notice Provisions@.



Pros:



			1)  Maximizes the end user's choices for electric service and ensures that all end users have service options.



Cons:



			1)  None identified.



		8.2.4	Other Time Limit Standards (late payment charges, delinquent payments, etc.)



			8.2.4.1	Time to Pay Bills



				8.2.4.1.1	UDC bills



				Issue: How long should retailers have to pay UDC bills and should it be standard throughout the state?



				Payment terms for retailer payments to the UDC should be standard and consistent with current UDC payment requirements for commercial customers.



Pros:



			1)  Consistent with already-approved current CPUC rules for commercial customers.

�Cons:



			1)  None identified.



				8.2.4.1.2	Retailer Bills



				Issue: How long should end users have to pay retailers' bills and should it be standard throughout the state?



				The payment terms for retailers' bills need not be standard and should be determined by the retailer and the end user.



Pros:



			1)  Maximizes flexibility and customer choice in commercial transactions in competitive market.



			2)  Consistent with business practices in other industries.



Cons:



			1)  None identified.



			8.2.4.2 	Late Payment Charges



			Issue: Should there be late payment charges?



			Payment terms, including late payment charges imposed by UDCs on retailers can be consistent with current payment terms for commercial customers. Whether retailers impose late payment charges on end users should be determined by the retailer and the end user.



Pros:



			1)  Consistent with already-approved current CPUC rules for commercial customers.



			2)  Maximizes flexibility and customer choice in commercial transactions in competitive market.



			3)      Consistent with business practices in other industries.



Cons:



			1)  None identified.

			8.2.5 Third Party Billing



			Issue: With third party billing, can the UDC render information-only statements?



			If another party performs billing services for the UDC, the UDC may retain the right to render information-only statements of their charges along with mailings of mandated safety, environmental and regulatory communications.



Cons:			1)  Duplication of effort and cost.





	8.3.0	Bill Form and Format Standards



		8.3.1	Statewide format standard



			8.3.1.1	Standardization of billing practices



			Issue: Should there be standardization of billing practices?



			Examples of billing practices include late payment charge amounts, baseline allowances, collection charges, days until late payment charge is imposed, etc. No requirements for billing practices should be imposed on retailers. Standardizing billing practices among the state's UDCs may be helpful to retailers and should be explored further, but are not essential to facilitate a competitive retailing market.



Pros:



			1)  Avoids misdirecting resources away from crucial unbundling and other direct access issues.



Cons:



			1)  Moving away from multiple practices may be helpful to retailing efforts.



			2)  No standardization of billing practices could create more confusion on the part of the customer.





				8.3.1.1.1  Consolidated Billing 

				End users should have a choice.  Retailers may offer, but not require, consolidated billing for service.



			8.3.1.2	Standardization of billing procedures



			Issue: Should there be standardization of billing procedures?



			Examples of billing procedures include changing retailers, security requirements, and notices to end users. Billing procedures including security and notices between retailers and end users should not be regulated. For UDC billing and sing-ups for end user connection, some generally applicable procedures need to be developed. There should be some data protocol standards to provide for the timely and efficient exchange of information among those with a need for the information (e.g. UDCs, retailers, end users). There needs to be some common standards for enrollment and termination with a retailer, including written customer authorization and reasonable time frames to process requests to change retailers.



Pros:



			1)  Standardizing procedures, where appropriate, will help end users, retailers, and UDCs ensure continuity of service and facilitate necessary exchange of information.



Cons:



			1)  Standardizing procedures may be complex.



			8.3.1.3	Standardization of bill format



			Issue: Should there be any standardization of format for bills provided by the UDC to retailers or end users, and, if so, what is the nature and scope of the standardization?



			No statewide standard for UDC bill formats to retailers or end-users is necessary or appropriate.  No regulation of retailer bill format to end users is necessary or appropriate, except to provide end users with clear information on who to call with questions and information on redress and to comply with legal or regulatory disclosure requirements.



Pros:



			1)  Enables retailer flexibility while ensuring that customers have clear notice of who to call for help/information.



			2)  The competitive environment requires greater flexibility for UDC*s



Cons:



			1)  Differing retailer bill formats may make comparisons by end users more difficult.



		8.3.2	Billing form



			Issue: Should UDCs provide different billing options, including paper and electronic bills, for retailers and end users?



			UDCs should make both paper and computer readable billing formats available both to retailers and end users. There should be some data protocol standards to provide for the timely and efficient exchange of information among those with a need for the information (e.g. UDCs, retailers, end users).



Pros:

			1)  Providing option to receive UDC bills in either form will facilitate information exchange. 



Cons:

			1)  These billing options should be provided if and when they are technically and economically feasible.





9.0	Customer Contact



	9.1	UDC



		9.1.1	UDC interface with end use customers



			9.1.1.1	UDC Bills to end users



			Issue: Under what circumstances, if any, do UDCs send bills to end use customers who are not default customers? [addressed in section 8.0]



			9.1.1.2	Customer billing inquiries



			Issue: Under what circumstances, if any, do UDCs address end use customer billing inquiries relating to UDC or retailer services?



			UDCs will handle all billing inquiries of default customers. Retailers who bill end use customers for UDC services must answer bill inquiries about the services the retailer provides and may answer  inquiries about UDC services. UDCs need not answer end user inquiries about retailers services.



Pros:



			1)  Maximizes flexibility for retailers in determining the services they will provide and maximizes options for end users.



Cons:



			1)  There maybe an increase in customer confusion.



			2)  Misdirected calls may be a problem.



			3)  Retailers may not provide the same level of service as the UDC.



			4)  There is an increase in UDC expenses and effort.



			9.1.1.3	Administration of credit requirements



			Issue: If an end user has a payment obligation to the UDC, is the UDC responsible for administering credit requirements and notification of end users?



			If an end user is receiving service from a retailer, and the end user requests that its bill be sent to the retailer, the UDC will apply credit rules, including notifications to the retailer and will look to the retailer for payment and to meet any applicable security requirements. If the retailer fails to pay UDC charges, the UDC will first seek payment from the retailer, and, if charges remain unpaid, provide notice of nonpayment both to the retailer and the end user.  If the end user is receiving default service, the UDC will apply normal credit rules as it does today.



Pros:



			1)  Consistent with core aggregation rules.



Cons:



			1)  None identified.



		9.1.2	UDC interface with retailers





			9.1.2.1	UDC bills to retailers



			Issue: Do UDCs bill retailers or end users for UDC services?



			9.1.2.2	Administration of credit requirements



			Issue: Are UDCs responsible for administering credit requirements of retailers?



	9.2	Other Market Participants



		9.2.1	Retailer billing of end user



		Issue: Can retailers provide consolidated billing to end users?



		9.2.2	Customer billing inquiries



		Issue: Under what circumstances, if any, do retailers address customer bill inquiries relating to UDC services.

1 Some have indicated that should there be significant delays in the CPUC decision-making regarding the level of unbundling, who does the billing and whether there will be a single or multiple bills, then there may be insufficient time for the UDC to adjust their accounting systems to identify the costs associated with various, non-energy related services



� Interaction with Subgroup C required to determine appropriate technologies for data exchange.   Study will need to continue beyond 8/30/96.

 

4  If an aggregator no longer provides its services to an individual, it may be problematic for another aggregator rather than the UDC to assume that role and bill the customer correctly since the customer records already reside at the UDC.  



5  One decision on degree of unbundling will come following a subsequent unbundling hearing.



6 Issues regarding consumer protection are taken up by Subgroup D in Section ???



7 The Unbundling Group is attempting to identify any saving that might be achieved by reducing the number of customers being billed for particular services.  Currently that group is listing the activities associated with different broad functions such as billing.  Their filing isn*t due until November 15, 1996.
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