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�Introduction

In a ruling dated July 9th 1997, Administrative Law Judge John Wong ordered the CPUC’s Energy Division to conduct a workshop to address possible concerns regarding the pro forma tariffs and service agreements of PacifiCorp, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (Edison).  This workshop was conducted by the Energy Division over two days, August 7th and 8th 1997.  At the workshop, PG&E, SDG&E and Edison provided a panel of personnel to answer questions and provide clarification of utility policies and practices.  This format facilitated a dialogue with other workshop participants that appeared to allow movement toward consensus on many issues.  This workshop report presents a summary of the results of that process.

Background

In Decision No. 97-05-040, the Commission addressed numerous issues concerning the steps necessary to implement direct access by January 1, 1998.  In that Decision, the Commission ordered the investor-owned electrical corporations to file a direct access implementation plan (DAIP) for the Commission’s review and action (D.97-05-040, Ordering Paragraph 5.e.(1)).  The plan was to include pro forma tariffs for the terms and conditions of direct access.  In a letter dated June 27, 1997 the Commission’s Executive Director allowed PG&E, SDG&E and SCE to file their pro forma tariffs and service agreements on July 15th, 1997.  This was followed by ALJ Wong’s July 9th ruling ordering the Energy Division workshop, and stating the intention to prepare a decision on the DAI plan and the final tariffs for the Commission agenda for its September 24, 1997 Commission meeting.  The table below summarizes the relevant dates for filing and review of the UDCs’ Direct Access Implementation Plan and pro forma tariffs and service agreements.



UDCs file DAIP�July 1, 1997��UDCs file pro forma tariffs and service agreements�July 15, 1997��Parties file comments on DAIP�July 18, 1997��UDCs file reply comments on DAIP�July 29, 1997��Parties file comments on pro forma tariffs and service agreements�August 4, 1997��Energy Division Workshop on tariffs and service agreements�August 7-8, 1997��Energy Division files and mails Workshop Report�August 22, 1997��Comments due on Workshop Report�September 2, 1997��

	In their comments on the UDC’s Direct Access Implementation Plan, parties raised a number of issues related to the anticipated tariffs and service agreements; due to the schedule for filing those documents, the UDCs could not address most of these issues, so parties basically reiterated many of their concerns in their August 4th comments on the tariffs and service agreements themselves.  These concerns, in turn, served as the foundation for the agenda of the workshop held on August 7th and 8th.  The remainder of this report is organized by subject area to follow the categories of issues raised by parties and addressed by the UDCs at the workshop.  

Movement toward consensus

	Before, during, and after the workshop, both the UDC’s and non-UDC parties made considerable efforts toward reaching consensus on a wide range of issues.  The Energy Division believes that the efforts of the participants will aid considerably in smoothing the path toward successful implementation of direct access on January 1, 1998.  A considerable number of the non-UDC participants at the workshop formed a group, the “Direct Access Alliance”, for the purpose of developing and advocating a single, statewide tariff and service agreement, to replace the separate tariffs and service agreements filed by the UDCs on July 15th.  At the workshop, participants and Energy Division staff agreed that it would be useful for the document submitted by the Alliance to be attached to this workshop report.  UDC representatives requested that their most up-to-date filings also be attached, so that the Commission would have the current proposals of all parties before it for its consideration.  To that end, PG&E and SCE have reorganized and combined their original July 15th filing to conform to the outline filed by SDG&E.  The Alliance draft, and the list of Alliance members, is attached to this report as Attachment 5, while the joint PG&E/SCE document is attached as Attachment 6.  Finally, the Energy Division understands that the UDCs and the Alliance membership intend to meet together following the issuance of this workshop report, with the hope of reaching consensus on additional items.  Any results of this meeting will be reported in parties’ comments on this workshop report, due to be filed September 2, 1997.

DIRECT ACCESS SERVICE ELECTION PROCESS

The UDCs provide a brief definition and overview of the direct access service election process in the Direct Access Implementation Plan:

	“Two steps are required to effect the change of a consumer’s energy supplier from the UDC to an ESP.  

First, the ESP in question must enter into an agreement or agreements with the UDC, which enable the ESP and the UDC to coordinate the provision of basic and additional Direct Access services to the customer.  

Second, the ESP must submit to the UDC one or more Direct Access Service Requests (DASR) at the time it wants to sign up customers.” 

(source:  Direct Access Implementation Plan, submitted by PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE July 1, 1997, p. 8)

In their comments on the DAIP and the pro forma tariffs and service agreements, parties identified the following issues related to the direct access service election process as requiring further discussion at the workshop:



UDC requirements for DA customers to execute individual CTC agreements.

Customer Inquiries; Option to have customers contact UDC to make direct access request

Batch processing of Direct Access Service Requests (DASRs)

DASR processing criteria and treatment of “deficiencies”.

Partitioning of a meter or single account with multiple meters.

Notification of former ESP of customer change in ESP.  Role of UDC in disputes between customer and the two ESPs

Charges for processing DASRs.  (discussed below under “Service Fees”)

Standardization of formats for UDCs’ tariffs and service agreements (discussed throughout this report; see the Direct Access Alliance draft proposed tariffs and service agreements, attached as Attachment 4 this report)



CONSENSUS ITEMS

1.	Customer Inquiries; option to have customers contact UDC to make direct access request

Section 3.4.1 of the DAIP states that, for initial implementation, all necessary arrangements for Direct Access must be coordinated between the customer and the ESP.  However, Edison and SDG&E reserved the option for the future to deal directly with customers making Direct Access elections.  A number of non-utility parties objected to this possibility.  At the workshop, Edison and SDG&E clarified that their intention was mainly to “facilitate” election of Direct Access in the future for those customers who, for whatever reason, chose to contact the UDCs directly for information about switching to a non-UDC provider.  This approach appeared generally acceptable to the ESPs and other workshop participants.

	The UDCs provided the following “consensus language” on this item:



“UDCs will assist customers requesting Direct Access information or service by providing general information on Direct Access, providing general information on the process for signing up for Direct Access, and providing a list of CPUC approved ESPs if available by the Commission.  UDC Direct Access service sign-up must be done through the submittal of a DASR by the customer's chosen ESP as stated in the tariff and the ESP/UDC Agreement.  SDG&E and SCE reserve the right to change this practice at a later date.”



2.	Batch processing of Direct Access Service Requests (DASRs)

	Discussion at the workshop provided clarifying information regarding the batch processing of Direct Access Service Requests (DASRs).  The UDCs drew a distinction between DASRs in paper form and electronic form, and generally stated that it would be possible to perform batch processing of electronic DASRs only (Edison and PG&E, at least, appear to require that all DASRs be submitted in electronic form, while SDG&E is willing to accept paper DASRs).



3.	DASR processing criteria and treatment of “deficiencies”.

	The UDCs provided clarifying information about their processing criteria for DASRs, and how they would define and respond to “deficiencies” in DASRs submitted by an ESP.  For example, certain data fields in the DASR will be identified as “required” in order for a DASR to be accepted.  The discussion also noted the importance of the subgroup on systems interface issues from the workshop on Retail Settlements and Information Flow (RSIF); it is anticipated that this group will offer a collaborative solution to issues surrounding DASR processing criteria.

	The UDCs provided the following “consensus language” on this item:



UDCs will generally work towards providing materiality standards for discretionary items in the tariffs, including  specific guidelines on DASR submission and rejections, and Customer and ESP defaults







4.	Partitioning of a meter or single account with multiple meters.

	The UDCs provided clarification of this item by drafting consensus language and submitting it after the workshop.  As stated in consensus language provided by the UDCs, 



“Utilities will clarify tariff language to explicitly state that a Customer with multiple accounts on a single premises can be served by different ESPs as long as the accounts are not totalized or their energy measurements partitioned”



5.	Notification of former ESP of customer change in ESP.  Role of UDC in disputes between customer and the two ESPs



The UDCs provided clarification of this item by drafting consensus language and submitting it after the workshop.  As stated by the UDCs, 

“The UDC will notify the former ESP of a customer’s switch to a new ESP.  This would not include one ESP's, DASR replacing another's during set up (e.g. Multiple DASRs).”



NON-CONSENSUS ITEMS (UNRESOLVED ISSUES)

	The most significant issue on which consensus could not be reached at the workshop was the question of whether direct access customers must execute individual CTC agreements (see DAIP, Section 3.4.2).  This issue is addressed extensively in the comments of parties on the UDC DAIP, and in the UDC’s reply comments, filed July 29th.

PG&E and SCE state that D.97-05-040 requires that each direct access customer must sign an agreement affirming that customer’s obligation to pay CTC to the UDC, and that “ESPs must acquire and retain such agreements, and so warrant to the UDC as part of the service election process and the UDC-ESP Service Agreement.” (DAIP, Section 3.4.2.1).  SDG&E states that “an authorized signature stating the Direct Access customer will be responsible for paying the CTC will be included as a provision of the written contract only if the customer is not on a CPUC�approved tariff rate.” (DAIP, Section 3.4.2.2).

Many non-UDC parties interpret D.97-05-040 differently, and state that the decision does not require customers to sign such an agreement.

The Energy Division believes that this matter should simply be clarified by the Commission, so that all parties have a clear understanding of Commission requirements.

BILLING

Introduction

In accordance with CPUC Decision 97-05-039, ESPs may select one of three billing options for each direct access customer served by the ESP.

Utility consolidated billing—where the utility bills for both Utility and ESP charges and presents a single bill to the customer.

ESP consolidated billing—where the ESP bills for both Utility and ESP charges and presents a single bill to the customer. 

Separate billing by both the UDC and the ESP—where the Utility presents a bill for its charges and the ESP separately presents a bill for its charges.



The workshop addressed the following billing related issues: 



The requirement for the billing agent to conform to meter agents’ schedule for reading meters.

“Rate ready” vs. “bill ready”

Treatment of notices and bill inserts with ESP consolidated Billing

The question of whether ESPs must be able to provide both consolidated and dual billing.

CONSENSUS

Workshop participants agreed that an ESP should not be required to be able to provide all billing options.



Bill inserts with UDC and ESP consolidated billing:  The PG&E Service Agreement provides that “apart from the bill and mandated notices, PG&E may enclose any additional material in the billing envelope at its sole discretion (PG&E 8.4.7).  In their revised tariff and service agreement, PG&E and SCE have resolved this issue by extending the sole discretion language to ESP materials enclosed in billing envelopes (Revised Rule 23 and 22, p.29)



Mandated Notices:  As part of Utility consolidated billing the Utility will provide any mandated notices to customers.  For ESP consolidated billing, the ESP will be required to provide to its direct access customers any mandated notices at the ESPs expense.  If desired by the ESP, the Utility will provide such notices to the ESP in numbers equal to the number of accounts for which the ESP is performing consolidated billing (Revised Rule 23 and 22, p.29)



The requirement for the billing agent to conform to meter agents’ schedule for reading meters:  In the case of manually read meters, the MDMA must be able to determine the schedule for reading meters in order to optimize routes and maximize meter reading efficiencies.  This schedule must recognize any billing frequency requirements that exist on the part of the billing agent.  Under consolidated Edison billing, the ESP shall provide its charges to Edison on Edison’s scheduled billing date. (Rule 9.1,b.2.a; Edison-ESP Service Agreement Service Attachment 1, consolidated Edison Billing Services, section 2.1; DAIP, section 5.2.1.1).  Edison believes that some flexibility in this requirement may be possible, particularly in the case of remotely read meters.  However, billing system constraints and meter reading resource limitations in the case of manually read meters could limit the availability of this option.  Following the workshop, the UDC’s provided the following consensus language:



“UDCs have limited ability to accommodate customers who wish to change their billing cycle dates.  If ESPs develop a criteria on how the utilities may proportion the limited billing capacity to handle a customer’s switch to a particular billing day, the UDCs will consider changing some customer billing dates as requested by the ESPs.”





Question of requirement for ESPs to provide both consolidated and dual billing:  The initial UDC position on this issue was to require that ESPs offering consolidated billing must also have the capability to provide dual billing.  The Utilities argued that the capability was necessary to allow for the circumstances in which customers receiving ESP consolidated billing must be reverted to dual billing as a result of ESP non-performance (DAIP, Section 5.1; Basic Edison ESP Service Agreement, section 4).  Based on the discussion at the workshop, the UDCs provided the following consensus language:



An ESP doesn’t need to have “dual billing” capability.  However, if the ESP or UDC consolidated billing service defaults, then the only options available are to take all the ESP’s DA customers off DA service altogether, or for the ESP to find another, non-UDC billing agent. �

NON-CONSENSUS ITEMS (UNRESOLVED ISSUES)

“Rate Ready vs. Bill Ready”:  PG&E cannot offer bill ready service on 1/1/98 due to limitations imposed by its existing billing systems and by the time-frame for implementation of  direct access.  This means that the ESP will be required to supply rate schedules to PG&E which PG&E will then apply to the customer’s usage to compute the ESPs charges for the consolidated bill.  By contrast, SCE and SDG&E will offer “bill ready” service under utility consolidated billing, i.e., they will accept the ESP’s charges in bill ready form with no computation by the Utility (DAIP Reply Comments of PG&E, p. 13).  The ESPs’ position is that PG&E should be required to provide the same billing options as Edison and SDG&E.  The ESPs argue that if they do not, it will result in a barrier due to the increased cost of communicating customer information using multiple formats (Comments of Green Mountain Energy Resources 5.3.3.1)  At the close of the workshop, it remained unclear whether this issue could be resolved or whether billing system constraints prevented further resolution before January 1998.



CREDIT AND COLLECTIONS

	While there do not appear to be significant policy differences between the UDCs and non-UDC parties in the area of credit and collections, a number of issues appear to require further clarification.  The issues identified for the workshop agenda are listed below:

Partial and prorated payments under UDC consolidated billing.  Disputed bill issues under proration.

Delinquency payments prior to switching to direct access.

Circumstances under which UDCs may disconnect/reconnect distribution service.

Purchasing of receivables.



	The discussion below offers the Energy Division’s interpretation of areas where consensus exists, and areas where issues may require further development.  Parties are encouraged to use their comments on this workshop report to provide any clarifying material deemed necessary.



Regarding partial and prorated payments under UDC consolidated billing, and disputed bill issues under proration, the UDCs offered clarifying information that suggested that a primary concern in this area is that the Public Utilities Code prohibits the UDCs from disconnecting service for non-payment for non-utility charges (PU Code Section 779.2).  Thus, proration of a partial payment between the UDC and the ESP could indirectly lead to disconnection of a customer whose partial payment was in fact large enough to satisfy the UDC portion of the bill, in the absence of proration.



Regarding the issue of delinquency payments prior to switching to direct access, the UDCs appeared willing to work collaboratively with ESP representatives to develop a mutually acceptable policy regarding the extent to which delinquent balances must be settled before a customer is allowed to switch to direct access.



Regarding the circumstances under which UDCs may disconnect/reconnect distribution service, the utilities have stated that they will not disconnect service for nonpayment of ESP bills.  The ESPs have requested that in such a situation, the UDCs will give priority to and expedite a DASR to transfer the customer back to the UDC from the ESP.  At this point, the UDCs and the non-UDC participants have not reached agreement on final wording of the language governing this area.



METERING

The major metering issues addressed at the workshop included:



Whether ESPs may provide billing/metering without providing energy service.

Whether ESPs may install meters prior to January 1, 1998.

Conditions regarding the unbundling of metering functions.

Meter ownership issues related to direct access customers returning to bundled service.

Meter timing issues related to inspection and pre-1/1/98 installation.



CONSENSUS



Liability:  All parties agree that the liability provision outlined in section 7.2 of the DAIP should apply to the provision of metering services by the UDC to the ESP.  ESPs argue that it is not fair to have ESP liability to the UDCs be any greater than UDC liability to the ESPs. 



Meter Ownership:  Section 7.4.2 of the DAIP under returning customers states that if a direct access customer returns to bundled UDC service, the UDC may either purchase the existing meter or replace it.  Based on discussion at the workshop, the UDCs indicated that they will allow direct access customers returning to bundled service to maintain ownership of a meter purchased while receiving direct access service, provided the meter meets CPUC-approved standards and the UDCs can safely access and read the meter with its existing system.



Installation prior to January 1, 1998:  Once all criteria, standards, registration and certification procedures, tariffs and systems infrastructures are approved, obtained and otherwise in place, an ESP may install a meter for its customers prior to 1/1/98, as long as the UDC can read the meter with its existing system.



There is general consensus that tariff references to metering related schedules, standards, and equipment or procedures being acceptable to the Utility, be instead covered by Commission-approved standards.



NON-CONSENSUS ITEMS (UNRESOLVED ISSUES)

	For each of the following items, the UDCs and non-UDC participants did not appear to reach consensus.  To the extent that these differences are not clarified or resolved in the comments of parties on the workshop report, these items will have to be decided in the Commission’s next Direct Access decision.  



The UDCs will provide default metering services to ESPs and direct access customers.  However, the terms and conditions of default metering regarding the unbundling of metering services remain an item of contention between the ESPs and UDCs.



Definition of Metering Facilities:  Under section 7.3.1in the DAIP, PG&E considers transformers behind the meter to be part of the meter and subject to the provisions that apply to meters.  Edison and SDG&E, on the other hand,  consider transformers to be part of the distribution system and not subject to the provisions applicable to meters.  Workshop participants expect that this matter will be clarified in the Commission’s decision regarding metering aspects of Direct Access.



UDC Metering Services:  Edison (Service Attachment 3, para 2.1) proposes that it shall provide default metering services for direct access customers only if it provides the services as a package.  The ESPs oppose the packaging of these services.  ORA expressed concern that the service “package” is not consistent with the Commissions unbundling decision.



ESP Metering Services:  The DAIP requires that ESPs can only provide metering and billing to their direct access customers and that these services can only be selected by a customer via its ESP.  Section 7.3.3 of the DAIP provides that the ESPs must agree to assume responsibility for all the functions in the metering service package.  PG&E outlines three “packages” of metering options:  meter installation, meter ownership, and meter reading.  The inference is that unless an ESP provides the entire package—it cannot provide any portion of the package (tariffs, section B.4.b).  ORA recommends that that PG&E clarify that these services will be unbundled and that ESPs can provide only portions of these services for its customers if it so desires (ORA tariff comments p. 7).  Edison latter indicated that service “packages” are designed to simplify the operational and commercial complexities associated with the provision of unbundled services, and are not meant to preclude an ESP from sub-contracting with one or more suppliers of discrete metering services.



Ability of ESPs To Provide Billing/Metering Functions Without Providing Energy Service:  The utilities stress that “there is no support for the notion that energy service providers can sell metering or billing services independent of providing energy  (Edison, DAIP Reply Comments,  p.13).  Enron (DAIP Comments, p. 10) takes exception to these provisions, stating that the utilities ignore the possibility that an ESP may provide billing or metering services without offering commodity. 



UDC Meter Reading Services:  Edison requires that a customer take a package (as with metering services) of services from Edison (Service Attachment 5, para 2.1).  The ESPs would like the flexibility to provide only portions of these services.



ESP Meter Reading Services:  In section 7.3.4 of the DAIP the UDCs propose that meters that are being read by ESPs must be compatible with UDC meter reading technologies. 



Meter Ownership:  Under section 7.3.2 of the DAIP, ESPs may either purchase the UDC’s existing metering equipment (provided the UDC is willing to sell), or they may remove or pay the UDC to remove the equipment and install their own. The sell or replace choice is the sole option of the UDC.  The ESPs’ position is that the sell or replace choice should be the sole option of the ESP.



Meter Standardization: The UDCs want to be able to read ESP meters in the event that they are required to provide default service.  ORA believes that this is an unnecessary requirement under the circumstances.



Meter Modules. The tariffs are silent on a customer’s ability to attach a communications device to an existing meter under the meter cover to provide it with interval capability.



PROCEDURES FOR AGGREGATION

The main issue of concern to workshop participants regarding aggregation was the ability of customers to change rate schedules under physical aggregation, and the specifics of the subsequent calculation of T&D charges and CTC.  The UDCs offered the clarification that customers should not be able to escape the CTC responsibility associated with a particular rate schedule through the aggregation process.  Other participants at the workshop appeared to generally agree with this concept.



SERVICE FEES

	Based on comments on the DAIP and the UDC’s tariffs and service agreements, the following items were placed on the agenda for discussion at the workshop.

Timing of implementation of service fees and avoided cost credits.

Application of direct access service fees that currently apply to UDC service.

Application of service fees to ESPs vs. direct access customers.



	Following discussion of these items, PG&E offered to develop an outline of a concept that would allow the Commission to adopt a workable fee structure effective 1/1/98, without limiting the opportunities of parties to take issue with the detail underlying these fees.  PG&E provided a draft of this document to the Energy Division following the workshop; this material is included in this report as Attachment 4, “Outline of Compromise Concept for UDC Charges Under Direct Access”.  Parties wishing to respond to this concept should provide their comments in their September 2nd comments on this report.



CONCLUSION

Comments on this report may be filed September 2, 1997.  Comments should be mailed to the list of workshop participants, as well as served on the Assigned Administrative Law Judge and the Assigned Commissioners.
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ATTACHMENT 1



(ALJ Ruling is unavailable electronically)

�

ATTACHMENT 2

�

CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

ENERGY DIVISION



WORKSHOP TO ADDRESS ISSUES CONCERNING PRO FORMA

TARIFFS AND SERVICE AGREEMENTS 

REGARDING DIRECT ACCESS TERMS AND CONDITIONS



AGENDA



Thursday, August 7th



9:00 – 9:30	Introductions, Overview, Ground Rules



		Energy Division Staff

		UDC Panelists



	The Workshop Report process



		8/7 – 8/8	Energy Division workshop

		8/22	Energy Division files workshop report (mailed to attendees)

		9/2	All parties file comments on Workshop Report (mailed to 				attendees)



	Ground Rules



In order for this report to be as useful to the Commission as possible, we need to identify both items of consensus and issues that must be left to be resolved by the Commission.



	Agenda Review





9:30 – 10:30	PRESENTATIONS  (two parties have requested that the Energy Division allow them time to briefly present their positions to workshop attendees)



	1.	Cellnet (10 minutes)



	2.	Enron  (45 minutes)





�UDC PANELS



10:30 – 12:30	DIRECT ACCESS SERVICE ELECTION PROCESS



Requirements for DA customers to execute individual CTC agreement.

Option to have customers contact UDC to make direct access request

Batch processing of DASRs

DASR processing criteria.  Treatment of “deficiencies”

Partitioning of a meter or single account with multiple meters.

Notification of former ESP of customer change in ESP.  Role of UDC in disputes between customer and the two ESPs

Charges for processing DASRs.

Standardization of formats for UDCs’ tariffs and service agreements.

Other issues.



12:30 – 1:30	LUNCH



1:30 – 3:00	BILLING



Requirement for billing agent to conform to meter agents’ schedule for reading meters.

“Rate ready” vs. "bill ready”

Treatment of notices and bill inserts with ESP consolidated billing.

Must ESPs’ be able to provide both consolidated and dual billing?

Other issues.



3:00 – 3:15	BREAK



3:15 – 4:30	CREDIT AND COLLECTIONS



Partial and prorated payments under UDC consolidated billing.  Disputed bill issues under proration.

Delinquency payments prior to switching to direct access.

Circumstances under which UDCs may disconnect/reconnect distribution service.

Purchasing of receivables.

Other issues.





�Friday, August 8th



9:00 – 10:30	METERING



May ESPs provide billing/metering without providing energy service?

May ESPs install meters prior to January 1, 1998?

Unbundling of metering functions.

Meter ownership issues:  for direct access customers returning to bundled service.

Meter timing issues.  Inspection and pre- 1/1/98 installation.

Other issues.



10:30 – 10:45	BREAK



10:45 – 11:15	AGGREGATION



Ability to change rate schedules under physical aggregation.  Calculation of T&D charges and CTC.

Other issues.



11:15 – 12:30	SERVICE FEES



Timing of implementation of service fees and avoided cost credits.

Application of direct access service fees that currently apply to UDC service.

Application of service fees to ESPs vs. direct access customers.

Other issues.



12:30 – 1:30	LUNCH



1:30 – 2:00	DASR AND OTHER PROCESS CAPABILITIES AND CONSTRAINTS



2:00 – 3:00	TARIFFS AND SERVICE AGREEMENTS



Schedule and process for Commission approval.

Indemnifications.

Other issues.





3:00	Wrap-up







�





ATTACHMENT 3



List of Workshop Participants



(a set of mailing labels will be posted to the web site during the week of August 25th)



�

ATTACHMENT 4

�

OUTLINE OF COMPROMISE CONCEPT 

FOR UDC CHARGES UNDER DIRECT ACCESS

draft - 8/14/97





BACKGROUND



At the August 7-8 Tariff Workshop, the parties discussed the UDCs’ proposed service fees under direct access in light of the short time available to examine them before January 1, 1998.  The UDCs outlined in concept a possible approach to instituting acceptable interim fees prior to detailed Commission review, subject to correction later after such a review is conducted.  



The concept was well-received at the workshop.  In an effort to expedite a possible compromise, PG&E agreed to develop a written outline of the concept for consideration and comment by interested parties.  



This document is PG&E’s attempt to do so.  It does not constitute a proposal by PG&E but is meant as an aid for discussion purposes.





General consensus



The UDCs have proposed service charges under direct access that they believe to be cost-based.  



There is insufficient time for the Commission to conduct a thorough review of the UDCs’ proposals before the services must commence.  



Several parties have argued that the Commission should not approve any UDC service charges without such a review, with some stating their belief that some or all of the claimed incremental UDC costs are already being recovered through rates.  



However, as discussed in the tariff workshop and described further below, lack of charges for these services may cause problems for the market and the UDCs.



There is a qualitative difference between charges for competitive services, where there are alternatives to UDC service, and UDC-only services, where no alternative exists. The level of charges is a much more critical issue where the UDC is the only feasible service provider. 



This document outlines a possible compromise that will allow UDC service charges to be implemented either 11/1/97 or 1/1/98, as appropriate, on an interim basis, subject to later adjustment after Commission review.  



The general proposal is as follows:



Set interim charges as described below, effective either 11/1/97 (e.g., DASR) or 1/1/98, as appropriate.



Consolidate review of these charges with the avoided-cost-credit review already scheduled for later in 1998, where the bases for the charges can be examined and the views of all parties can be aired.



If the charges are adjusted by the Commission after that review, provide for recovery/crediting of the difference.

If the adjustment is up, the difference could be made up through a retroactive surcharge or Section 376 recovery, or some combination, as determined by the Commission.

If the adjustment is down, the difference would be credited to the parties who had overpaid.





UDC-only services



UDC-only services are those for which there is no possible alternative to UDC service.  These services include DA signup, ESP switches, or billing/metering option changes, all of which require submittal of a Direct Access Service Request (DASR).  



Charges for these services are meant to cover the incremental costs to the UDCs.



Because there is no competition, an artificially high fee (in excess of UDC costs) could act as a market barrier to competition.



An artificially low fee (below UDC costs) would result in underrecovery by the UDC or subsidization by end-use customers (if recovery is allowed through Section 376 accounts).



The proposal for UDC-only services is as follows:



Select as a proxy a charge for a similar service already approved by the Commission (e.g., the Pacific Bell service switching fee) as an interim charge.



These charges would be subject to adjustment, as described above.





Competitive services



Competitive services are those where there can be an alternative to UDC service.  Most of the metering and billing services will likely fall into this category.



It is necessary that charges be imposed for competitive services in order for a competitive market to develop.  If the UDCs offer competitive services for free, or for a price that is below cost, other providers will not be able to compete.



Some ESPs may need to use UDC services as “default” options, particularly at the outset, if other providers are not available. This will become less of an issue as the market develops, and more and more alternatives to UDC service are offered.  If prices are set too high, market participants using UDC services on a default basis may be hurt, and such prices may act as a market barrier initially.  



The proposal for competitive services effective 1/1/98 is as follows:



The competitive services would be temporarily divided into “basic” and “enhanced.” 



Basic services would be those that an ESP would have to use if another feasible market alternative were not available.  For example, for UDC consolidated billing, the single-page option would be a basic service, but additional pages and text messages would be enhanced services.

 

For basic services, the charges would be set on an interim basis at the lower of the level proposed by the UDC for that service or the average price proposed by the three UDCs.



For enhanced services, the charges would be set on an interim basis at the level proposed by each UDC for that service.



The charges would be subject to adjustment, as described above.
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ATTACHMENT 5

�DIRECT ACCESS ALLIANCE

DRAFT TARIFF AND SERVICE AGREEMENT



The members of the Alliance endorsing the attached draft tariff and service agreement include, but may not be limited to, the following: 

Agland Energy Services

Avista Advantage 

California Department of General Services

California Farm Bureau Federation

California Independent Energy Producers

California Micro Utility 

California State University 

Calpine Corporation 

Cinergy Services, Inc. 

Destec Energy, Inc. 

Eastern Pacific Energy 

Electric Clearinghouse, Inc. 

Energy Producers and Users Coalition 

Enron Corp.

Green Mountain Energy Resources LLC (*)

Illinova Energy Partners 

LG&E Energy Marketing 

Mock Energy Services

MZA Grid Services 

New Energy Ventures 

New West Energy 

NorAm Energy Management, Inc. 

PacifiCorp 

PG&E Energy Services 

Southern Energy Trading and Marketing, Inc. 

Stone & Webster Management Consulting, Inc. 

University of California

Utilisys Corporation.



(*)  Note:  Due to a misunderstanding between alliance members, Green Mountain Energy Resources LLC was inadvertently omitted from the list of parties supporting the Alliance document.  However, a representative of Green Mountain Energy Resources LLC contacted the Energy Division and requested that the workshop report indicate Green Mountain’s support for the document.
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ATTACHMENT 6



(See file “TandSA.doc” posted on DAIP website)



�

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE





I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached: 



DIRECT ACCESS 

PRO FORMA TARIFFS AND SERVICE AGREEMENTS

WORKSHOP REPORT





on the attached list of workshop attendees.



Dated August 22, 1997, at San Francisco, California. 







	/s/	

Steve Roscow
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