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The Utility Consumers Action Network (UCAN) wishes to submit comments on the Direct Access Implementation Plan Detailed Draft Outline, dated June 20, 1997.





1. Introduction


The Draft Outline submitted on June 20 reflects many changes which were suggested at the June 9 workshop and in subsequent comments by various entities.  We are encouraged by the utilities response to these suggestions but feel that there remain some issues which require further refinement before the final workshop report is filed on July 1.





2.  Section 1.2 We agree with the approach of the plan that auditing of ESP compliance with various market rules should not be the responsibility of the UDCs.  We suggest that any auditing authority be insulated from having a  vested interest in the outcome of the prescribed audit, and that the audit process not impede the timely processing  of DASRs.  While no specific proposals are submitted here, we request that the CPUC address this issue.





3. Section 1.4  The plan indicates that direct access implementation costs will be recovered through the imposition of fees on selected market participants or through the Section 376 cost recovery process.  The plan further details four broad categories to which service fees will apply.  We feel it is important that prospective ESPs and other market participants know exactly what the cost of doing business with the UDCs will be.  The plan indicates that the July 1 filing will contain details of the fee and tariff  structures.  We hope that the final filing will contain details of all proposed fees, including all services for which fees are to be levied, what the fee amounts will be, what the proposed payment schedule for the fees will be, how non-payment of fees will effect the processing of information, and how the UDCs will bill for fee services.





 4. Section 3.2.2.   The section does not specify what the expected processing time of these service agreements will be.  This information should be included in the plan.   Further, some of the issues referred to in the individual services attachments may represent issues unresolved in the overall DA implementation process.  While many of the service attachments issues will be resolved in the various workshops, some may not be.  It would be inappropriate for contentious issues to appear in the services attachments after the forums for stakeholder input and comment are closed.  The DAI plan should include the specific requirements of each service attachment.  Absent specifics, the plan should provide for a dispute resolution forum to address unresolved service attachments issues.





5. Section 3.4.2 This section indicates that the UDCs will require contracts with DA customers (PGE & SCE for customers over 500kw, SDGE for customers over 20kw), but it does not indicate what information the contracts must contain.   The proposed contracts should not contain burdensome information requirements nor require the inclusion of proprietary information.  The plan should detail what information will be required in the UDC-DA customer contracts.





6. Section 3.4.3 The description of the DASR does not detail where Independent Verification fits into the process nor does it cover how Load Profiling will effect the DASR process.  Many of the LP issues will be resolved in the LP workshop, but this plan should at least indicate how the LP process will fit into the DASR process.





The third bullet of this section needs further clarification.  Does this mean that only the energy supplier cannot be partitioned, and that one account could have different ESPs for energy, billing, and meter reading?





7. Section 4.2  This section does not indicate what the expected processing time will be for the release of basic customer information.  Additionally, it does not detail whether each ESP will need to obtain written verification from each customer for each release, or if customers may provide blanket releases to cover all or multiple ESPs, and all or multiple releases.   Processing times for release of customer information should not hinder market activity.  End use customers should have the option of providing blanket release authorization.





8. Section 5.3  This section, covering UDC consolidated billing, does not indicate the time frame for remittance by the UDC to the ESP for ESP charges included on a consolidated UDC bill.  This time frame should be included in the plan.





9. Section 5.4.3  This section does not detail the required time frame for ESP payment to the UDC for UDC charges on an ESP consolidated bill.  The required time frame could have significant impacts on ESP cash flows and should be included in the plan.





10.  Section 6.2  This section does not detail whether the advice letters to be filed with the CPUC concerning ESP credit requirements will include the expected processing time for ESP credit applications.  We feel that the UDCs should establish reasonable standards for processing time of credit applications.





11. Section 6.3.3 The ESP should not be prevented from offering ESP consolidated billing because the UDC is carrying a past due balance on a given end use customer.  The UDCs should retain sole responsibility for their uncollectibles and should not restrict the market activities of ESPs.





12. Section 6.4  There is a lack of parity in the disconnect rights of the UDCs and ESPs.  A protocol should be established whereby ESPs can request UDC disconnection of an end use customer for non-payment of ESP charges.





13.  Section 7.3.2  The section dealing with stranded UDC meter cost needs more detail.  Will the ESPs be required to pay stranded costs for every meter replaced?  What is the expected range of costs? Will stranded meter costs be considered as part of 376 cost recovery?





14.  Section 7.4.2   If the UDCs purchase the meters, what cost basis will they use to determine the purchase price?  ESPs or end use customers need to be fairly compensated for meter costs.  This section should provide further detail.
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