November 18, 1998�





Kevin Coughlan, IMC Program Manager


California Public Utilities Commission


Energy Division, Room 4002


505 Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, California 94102


Re:�
Response to the Protests of Advice 1338�E/E-A by The Utility Reform Network and the Utility Consumers Action Network, Office of Ratepayer Advocates, CellNet Data Systems, and Enron Corporation/New Energy Ventures LLP�
�



On October 7, 1998, Southern California Edison Company (SCE) filed Advice 1338-E to establish Schedule ESP-NDSF, Energy Service Provider Non-Discretionary Service Fees, in compliance with Decision No. 98-09-070 (D.98-09-070) in Application No. 97-11-011, SCE’s Application to Identify Cost Savings and to Propose Net Avoided Costs Credits for Revenue Cycle Services (RCS).  On October 21, 1998, after a workshop facilitated by the Energy Division pursuant to D.98-09-070, SCE filed Supplemental Advice 1338-E-A, which superseded the original advice letter and addressed various issues that arose during the October 16, 1998 workshop.





On October 27, 1998, SCE received a protest related to Advice 1338�E from the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA).  Additionally, on November 10, 1998, protests related to SCE’s Supplemental Advice 1338-E-A were filed by:  1) CellNet Data Systems (CellNet); 2) The Utility Reform Network and the Utility Consumers Action Network (TURN); and 3) Enron Corporation/New Energy Ventures LLP (Enron/NEV).   Because the four protests SCE received are overlapping with respect to certain issues, SCE provides a single, consolidated response that addresses all of the issues raised by the four protests broken down into the substantive issue areas.  For the reasons discussed below, the protests raised by ORA, CellNet, TURN�, and Enron/NEV lack merit and should be rejected by the Commission.





A.  General Issues





Although the bulk of the issues raised in the advice letter protests relate to specific aspects of SCE’s advice letters, there are several overarching issues that are raised by certain protestants.  Before turning to the specifics, SCE addresses each of these general issues.





1.  Recovery Of On-Going Costs Through Section 376 Versus Service Fees





CellNet urges the Commission to adopt SDG&E’s proposed methodology for non-discretionary ESP service fees.  As CellNet explains, SDG&E’s methodology “advocates including routine incremental costs in Section 376 recovery rather than as fees to ESPs.”  CellNet Protest at 1.  CellNet argues that “this is consistent with the Commission’s policy established in D.97-10-087,” quoting as support the statement in that decision that:  “Since all customers of the UDC have the ability to choose as a result of the direct access program, it is appropriate to recover these costs, to the extent they are eligible for recovery, from all customers.  To require only those that exercise their choice to pay all the costs of having choice would result in unreasonable service fees for non-discretionary services and would impede the efficient operations of the market.”  Id. (quoting D.97-10-087).





CellNet’s argument is erroneous for two reasons.  First, CellNet takes the Commission’s statement in D.97-10-087 out of context, and in so doing misrepresents the intent of the Commission.  Indeed, in the same paragraph exerpted by CellNet, the Commission states that the recurring costs, such as those raised by CellNet here, should be included in service fees in order to “send the proper price signal and … allow a competitive market to develop.” Id.   Contrary to CellNet’s suggestion, the Commission does not suggest in D.97�10�087 that the on-going cost of providing non-discretionary services be recovered pursuant to § 376.  Indeed, as discussed above, its statements on this point support SCE’s position rather than CellNet’s.





Second, CellNet’s argument is contrary to D.98-09-070 – the decision that directed SCE to file the instant advice letters.  In that decision, the Commission considered the billing offsets proposed by SCE and PG&E, decided against allowing recovery in the form of offsets, and stated that “[i]nstead, we will allow the UDCs to recover these costs in service charges to ESPs.”  D.98�09�070, mimeo at 16.  The Commission further specifically acknowledged that “we do not intend to allocate these [costs] to the general body of ratepayers as a matter of fairness and consistent with sound pricing principles.”  Id.�





		2.   Updates To The Credits





TURN and Enron/NEV both generally oppose SCE’s proposed non-discretionary service fees on the ground that they are not based on the record in the RCS proceeding because the amounts sought by SCE are in certain instances, different from, and higher than, the amounts sought by SCE in the proceeding.  TURN Protest at 1-2; Enron Protest at 2.  This claim should be rejected for three reasons.  





First, SCE’s decision to update the credits to reflect additional experience in the market is consistent with the Commission’s direction in D.98-09-070.  In that decision, the Commission declined to adopt the billing offsets proposed by SCE and PG&E, and instead provided that “we will allow the UDCs to recover these costs in service charges to ESPs.”  D.98-09-070, mimeo at 16.  Although the Proposed Decision had specifically stated that “[these] fees will collect in aggregate the same amount as would have been recovered through offsets” (Proposed Decision at 15), the final decision included no such restrictions on the service fees.  Moreover, the final decision specifically instructed each UDC to “clearly present the menu of service fees for partial and full consolidated billing services” that it intends to charge and explained that “[b]ecause we do not adopt specific fees in this decision, Energy Division is directed to conduct a workshop after the service fee advice letters are submitted in order to discuss the proposed fees.  Based on that workshop, Energy Division should prepare a resolution regarding which fees and associated charges are reasonable.”  Id.  SCE interprets this decision as directing the UDCs to propose service fees based on what they reasonably expect it will cost to provide the service based upon the best information available, and this is exactly what SCE has done.





Second, SCE’s revisions do not represent changes to the basic methodology for identifying the activities and associated additional costs that was litigated in great depth during the RCS hearings.  As the direct access market has developed and these services have become operational, more accurate information directly impacting the calculation of the service fees has become available.  It is this information – which includes volume penetration data, unit cost information, and operational information, such as the method in which ESPs actually make payments to SCE – that SCE has relied upon in refining the service fees.  SCE has incorporated this additional information into its service fees because it better reflects the costs that SCE actually will incur to provide these services to the ESPs.  





Third, consistent with the Commission’s guidance as set forth above, SCE specifically highlighted and explained these changes at the Energy Division workshop and provided all parties to the workshop with a document that identified each change and explained its origin.  SCE also answered in detail a Data Request Response that the Energy Division propounded after the hearing with respect to the same issue.  With a couple of minor exceptions that are discussed in detail below, the parties have not taken issue with SCE’s specific adjustments despite having received substantial information well in advance of the protest date relating to the grounds for the adjustments.  





Because SCE followed the procedure that the Commission provided for proposing service fees, refrained from making broad methodological changes, and forthrightly provided all participating parties with sufficient information to challenge any of the specific adjustments proposed by SCE, it is not appropriate to entertain generalized challenges to the credits that are based solely upon the argument that SCE made adjustments after the hearings.  





		3.   Comparability Between Service Fees And Avoided Cost Credits





Enron/NEV suggest that “what is really at issue” is the lack of comparability between the avoided cost credits and proposed service fees.   Enron/NEV Protest at 1-2.  Enron/NEV incorrectly assume that these two items should be comparable.  In fact, the costs should not be comparable because the activities SCE must perform to provide these services are different.  For example, most end-use customers make payments to SCE via mailed check, whereas most ESPs make payments to SCE via Electronic Data Interchange (EDI).  SCE’s costs for processing check payments and EDI payments are not equal because the activities that SCE must undertake in each instance are different.  If SCE simply adopted Enron/NEV’s assumption that these services are the same, then the avoided cost credit and service fee for ESP Consolidated Billing would be equal, and there would be a zero net credit to the customer.





B.  Issues Relating To ESP Consolidated Billing Credits





In addition to the general issues discussed above, ORA and TURN raise several specific issues relating to SCE’s ESP Consolidated Billing Credits, each of which is discussed in this section.





Cost-Based Pricing For Consolidated Billing Credits





SCE generally agrees with ORA’s contention that SCE should establish cost-based service charges in which costs that vary by service account are charged to ESPs on a per service account basis, and costs that vary by ESP are charged to ESPs on a per ESP basis.  ORA Protest at 1-2.  However, contrary to ORA’s suggestion, SCE has set its service fees based upon this cost causation methodology wherever possible.  





There were originally only two instances in which SCE did not establish charges based upon this cost causation methodology.  First, SCE Advice 1338-E included variable service fees for both Partial Consolidated ESP Billing and Full Consolidated ESP Billing that originally included a component for performing on-going credit checks of ESPs that was not charged on a per-ESP basis.  At the October 16, 1998 workshop SCE agreed that this represented a cost that varied by ESP and thus should be charged to ESPs on a per ESP basis.  Pursuant to this understanding, in Advice 1338-E-A, SCE proposed to recover these costs through a monthly per ESP non-discretionary service charge that complies with the principle enunciated by ORA.





Second, Advice 1338-E-A includes a monthly variable charge for Full Consolidated ESP Billing which is assessed on a per service account basis.  SCE believes that this lone deviation from ORA’s stated principle is appropriate and necessary because this fee includes costs that do not vary either by service account or by ESP.  Activities such as “performing systems support for ESP exception processing and compliance monitoring” require SCE to hire full time personnel. This function would otherwise not exist were it not for SCE having to provide Full Consolidated ESP Billing.  As SCE will incur these costs regardless of how many ESPs elect to provide Full Consolidated ESP Billing, a reasonable method of calculating a monthly service fee is to assume a certain level of service account penetration and to then divide the estimated cost over those accounts.





Service Fee Changes Resulting From Changes In ESP Practices





ORA also argues that in the event ESPs change the methods in which they transact with SCE, “(e.g., sending a single payment covering several customer accounts, rather than sending separate payments for each customer)” ESPs should be given an opportunity to reduce their charges.  ORA Protest at 1.  SCE calculated its service fees using assumptions based upon actual experience to date with Partial Consolidated ESP Billing.  In the event that ESPs change the methods with which they transact with SCE, SCE would be amenable to updating their service fees, provided that such a mechanism for doing so is identified by the Commission.  One example of such an opportunity that may exist in the future is ESP invoicing and payment processing.  Specifically, SCE is exploring the possibility of implementing summary EDI billing once national standards have been approved.  This would enable ESPs to elect to receive invoices and make payments on a per billing cycle basis rather than on a per service account basis.  SCE agrees that if the Commission establishes an appropriate mechanism for so doing, it would be appropriate to modify the service fees if and when any such cost-saving are implemented.  However, it would be inappropriate to base the fees to be charged at the outset on pure speculation as to how services may or may not be provided in the future.  





Enron/NEV argue that the increase in SCE’s cost of performing collection activities was not adequately supported in the “ESP Consolidated Service Fees, Revised Assumptions” document that was provided at the October 16, 1998 Workshop.  This document listed two reasons for the increased cost of performing collection activities on ESPs: the addition of a facilities loader to the labor rates, and an increase in the occurrence rate for sending late notices from 22.41% of all invoices to 32.8%.   Enron/NEV specifically state that “[e]ven assuming that SCE has added a facility loader to its labor rates and the number of late notices it needs to send has increased, such factors do not support an increase in costs of this order of magnitude.” Enron/NEV Protest at 4.  These two revised assumptions must also be considered with the revised assumption concerning the delivery of invoices to ESPs.  In the March 9, 1998 Avoided Cost Credit filing it was assumed invoices would be delivered 75% summary diskette, and 25% EDI.  However, in Advice 1338-E this assumption was revised to reflect SCE’s actual experience under Partial Consolidated Billing.  SCE’s experience is that all invoices are delivered to ESPs via EDI on a per service account basis.  This change has resulted in SCE delivering a higher number of invoices to ESPs, which has correspondingly increased the number of late notices sent to ESPs.





		3. Value-Added Network (VAN) Costs





ORA contends that with respect to the EDI Value-Added Network (VAN) cost component of the $0.70 variable monthly charge for Partial Consolidated ESP Billing, “SCE has not demonstrated that this charge is consistent with how it charges its retail customers who opt for EDI billing.”  ORA Protest at 3.  ORA further states that “the Commission should ensure that SCE is consistent in its treatment of billing to ESPs and end-use customers, and not charge its VAN Charges to ESPs unless it also charges these costs to end-use customers”  Id.





Although SCE currently does not charge a service fee to end-use customers that elect EDI billing, SCE’s cost of performing EDI billing for end-use customers is recovered through bundled rates.  Therefore, ESPs and end-use customers are treated consistently with respect to SCE’s VAN charges.  Indeed, because SCE will be providing  to customers who select Partial Consolidated ESP Billing a monthly avoided cost credit that includes a component for the costs that SCE does not have to incur to provide this billing service, it would constitute a windfall to allow the ESP to avoid the offsetting cost that SCE incurs to provide EDI VAN service to the ESP.





4.  Migration Of EDI To The Internet  





ORA maintains that migration of EDI from a VAN to the Internet would significantly reduce the per transaction cost of transmitting bill data to ESPs.  ORA is correct insofar as the variable cost of transmitting bill data over the Internet is less expensive than through a VAN.  However, there are significant infrastructure costs associated with establishing this capability.  Such costs include the initial purchase of hardware and software necessary to create outbound transactions, to monitor the delivery and receipt of the data, to provide security, and to perform archive and backup functions.  In addition, there are on-going labor costs to monitor these processes.  Although SCE is investigating a variety of more cost effective alternatives to the VAN, including Internet-based transactions, at this point no decision has been made as to which (if any) of the alternatives are most appropriate.  As discussed above, if SCE changes the methods in which it sends bill data to ESPs, and there are associated cost savings, SCE would be willing to revise its service fees to reflect those cost savings.


5.  Differences In Service Fees Between UDCs





Although ORA states that it is unable to determine the basis for differences in the cost estimates for service fees provided by SCE and PG&E, ORA identifies, and raises concerns about, two instances in which SCE cost estimates “significantly” differ from those proposed by PG&E.�  ORA Protest at 2.  Both of these examples are instances in which SCE has either properly structured its service fees differently from the other utilities, or there are justifiable operating differences between the utilities that explain the differences.





The first example provided by ORA involves the cost of processing payments from ESPs.  SCE proposes a monthly per service account cost of $0.285�, “while PG&E’s proposed per-ESP service charge is equivalent to $0.0008 per month per service account.”  Id.  There are two reasons for the differences in the amounts proposed by the two utilities.  First, based upon current experience with Partial Consolidated ESP Billing, SCE assumes one payment will be received per month per service account. PG&E assumes one payment will be received per bill cycle per ESP.  The second and more significant difference is that SCE includes the cost of processing EDI payment exceptions within the $0.285 service fee, a cost that SCE will incur as a direct result of ESPs provision of consolidated billing services.  Although it is unclear where (if anywhere) PG&E includes similar costs for processing payment exceptions, SDG&E proposes recovering these costs through a separate exception processing fee that includes an $85 fee for investigating EDI payments.  See SDG&E Advice Letter 1129-E.  SDG&E’s inclusion of this substantial separate fee supports SCE’s contention that this is a cost that is properly recovered from ESPs and that the disparity results from differences in the mechanism for recovering the cost rather than an overstatement of SCE’s costs.�





ORA’s second example of cost differences between SCE and PG&E is the cost of transmitting billing data to ESPs via EDI:  “SCE estimates a cost of $0.301 per service account per month as the cost of Electronic Data Interchange (“EDI”) for billing information, while PG&E’s proposed per-ESP service charge is equivalent to $0.12 per service account per month.”  TURN Protest at 2.  SDG&E’s monthly cost of transmitting bill data is nearly identical to PG&E’s at $0.13 per service account.  As SCE is more familiar with the specific cost components of SDG&E than of PG&E, a comparison will be made between SCE and SDG&E.  There are two significant reasons for the difference in cost between SCE and SDG&E.  First, SCE estimates that the average service account includes 1,400 characters for bill component data – a reasonable assumption based upon SCE’s specific circumstances -- while SDG&E indicated in its November 3, 1998 Workshop on its fees that it estimates that its average account contains 1,000 characters.  As SCE’s cost per 100 characters is $0.02, this accounts for a difference of $0.08.  The second difference between the utilities’ costs is caused by the relative use of on-peak and off-peak periods for the delivery of the bill component data to the VAN by the utilities.  SDG&E transmits bill component data 75% during off-peak and 25% during on-peak.  Sending data during off-peak hours would result in a 30% discount to SCE.  However, SCE transmits 100% of bill component data during on-peak hours and is not awarded this discount.  SCE sends bill data during peak hours to ensure that an employee is physically present to monitor the transmission and to ensure that the data is delivered in a timely manner.  Because sending the data off-peak increases the likelihood of transmission errors or delays, SCE’s decision to rely upon on-peak data transmissions is entirely appropriate.  This operational difference accounts for $0.084 of the difference between SCE and SDG&E.





C.  Issues Specific To Full Consolidated ESP Billing





TURN argues that certain components of SCE’s variable Full Consolidated ESP Billing service fees are not applicable to residential customers.  Specifically, TURN “believes the following service fees (and level of service fees) have little to do with serving residential customers.”:  receiving bill calculation inquiries, receiving bill component data, performing ongoing compliance monitoring of ESP bill calculations, performing billing compliance audits, and retrieving usage data from the MDMA server.  TURN Protest at 4.  TURN is incorrect in assuming these services have little to do with serving residential customers.  





With respect to bill calculation inquiries, the majority of all Partial Consolidated Billing related calls received by SCE’s ESP Support Center relate to residential customer accounts.  All end-use customers electing Partial Consolidated ESP Billing are instructed to direct bill-related inquiries to their respective ESPs, but if these ESPs are not able to respond to the customer inquiries, the ESPs call SCE for assistance.  SCE has no reason to speculate that this pattern will not continue under Full Consolidated ESP Billing.





The remaining services listed by TURN are those that enable SCE to ensure that the ESPs are compliant with their obligations to calculate, report, and remit SCE revenues.  Because SCE’s (and other stakeholders’) substantial interest in ensuring that SCE receives the proper revenues from ESPs� is not limited to the large commercial and industrial customers, monitoring ESP billing compliance for all customer groups, including residential customers, is necessary and appropriate.





Although TURN identifies two specific examples of what it believes are inappropriate charges to residential customers for Full Consolidated ESP Billing (TURN Protest at 5), TURN’s allegations are inaccurate in both instances.  With respect to the cost of retrieving usage data from the MDMA server, TURN incorrectly asserts that “MDMA servers are only a consideration for Direct Access customers over 50kW” and that including this as a charge for residential customers is inappropriate.  Id.  All customers that elect Full Consolidated ESP Billing, by default, also elect to have someone other than SCE perform their meter reading and MDMA services.  This applies to all direct access customers, including those with demands that are less than 50kW.  Further, whenever SCE is not the MDMA for a particular customer, SCE must obtain that customer’s usage from the MDMA.  Thus, MDMA servers are not only  a consideration for Direct Access customers over 50kW, as TURN asserts, but instead are a consideration for all customers for whom SCE does not provide meter reading and MDMA services.  This includes all customers that elect Full Consolidated ESP Billing.





With respect to costs relating to advising ESPs of a change in rates,  TURN incorrectly contends this is not a credible service fee since there is currently a “rate freeze.”  Id.  Although TURN is obviously correct that there is a rate freeze currently in effect, this does not mean, as TURN assumes, that customers do not experience changes in rates.  During the rate freeze, there are three events that could give rise to a change in a customer’s rates: (1) a customer could elect to change its rate schedule; (2) a rate change could be required for a customer due to meter requirements or changes in their usage patterns; or (3) the Commission could establish new rates that are not implicated by the rate freeze.  Each circumstance requires that SCE inform the end-use customer’s ESP of the change in the customer’s rate.





In addition to the above challenges to specific components of SCE’s variable Full Consolidated ESP Billing service fee, TURN opposes SCE’s $5.3 million infrastructure fee for Full Consolidated Billing on the basis that “Edison’s infrastructure development fees were never mentioned in the RCS proceeding record and therefore should not be adopted in compliance advice letter filing.”  TURN Protest at 4.  TURN’s assertion is incorrect regarding the absence of the infrastructure fee from the RCS proceeding record.  In fact, SCE proposed an infrastructure development fee of $748,800 in the April 15, 1998 Avoided Cost Credit filing for Full Consolidated ESP Billing.  SCE April 15, 1998 Prepared Testimony Regarding Full Consolidated ESP Billing at 17-18.  Moreover, in that filing, SCE discussed in detail the great uncertainties surrounding how Full Consolidated ESP Billing would be implemented and the enormous time constraints that SCE faced in developing estimated implementation costs.  Id. at 2-4, 9-10.  For that reason, SCE made clear that its estimates were entirely preliminary in nature and would require updating over time as the contours of Full Consolidated ESP Billing become more clear.  Id.   





SCE’s present estimate reflects more current operational information and additional analysis performed by SCE, but, as ORA observes in its Protest (ORA Protest at 2) , the Commission still has not provided further guidance with respect to fundamental aspects of how Full Consolidated ESP billing would work, and the parties have not independently reached any consensus on this issue.   As SCE explained in Advice 1338-E-A, SCE supports the suggestion of the California Energy Commission (CEC) that implementation of the Full Consolidated ESP Billing option should be deferred until stakeholders and the Commission have more fully developed the fundamental components of the option.  SCE Advice 1338-E-A at 3-4.  This would allow more accurate cost estimates to be made that will in turn allow ESPs to decide whether to make the necessary commitment to pay for the costs of implementing the option.  If, however, the Commission does not decide to take such an approach, then SCE’s cost estimates are the best available under the circumstances and should be adopted. 





D.  Returned Meter Processing Fee





TURN argues that “[t]he revenue cycle services decision clearly did not sanction a returned meter fee for PG&E or Edison”  TURN Protest at 5.  SCE does not disagree with this assertion.  As SCE made clear in Advice 1338-E-A, SCE believes that D.98-09-070 supports recovery of these costs through the Section 376 proceeding rather than through service fees.  As a result, in the Section 376 proceeding SCE has filed supplemental testimony that requests Section 376 recovery for the returned meter processing costs that are listed in Schedule ESP-NDSF.  As SCE explained in Advice 1338-E-A, SCE supplemented its advice letter to include these costs as service fees because PG&E had submitted an advice letter that included such fees, and the Energy Division was unable to assure SCE that SCE would have an opportunity to revise its advice letter further in the event that the Energy Division agrees with PG&E’s view that such costs are appropriately recovered through service fees.  Once the Commission decides to allow for recovery in one of the two proceedings, SCE will withdraw its overlapping application for recovery in the other. 





In its protest, Enron/NEV contend that “[i]f SCE sells the refurbished meter to a third party, the cost of testing and refurbishing should be captured in the sale price”  Enron/NEV Protest at 6.  As SCE demonstrated during the proceedings, no such market presently exists, and the contention that such a market will develop is highly speculative at best.  See SCE Phase 2 Opening Brief at 49-50 and SCE Phase 2 Reply Brief at 31-32 and evidence cited therein.  It is therefore inappropriate to assume away such costs at this time on the basis that such costs theoretically may be recovered through presently non-existent markets.





E.  Conclusion





For the foregoing reasons, the protests of Enron/NEV, CellNet, TURN, and ORA should be rejected and SCE’s advice letter should be adopted in its entirety.


Sincerely,











Donald A. Fellows, Jr.
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cc:   Kathryn Auriemma, Energy Division�	Jeanne M. Bennet, Legal Counsel for Enron Corp.


	Paul Clanon, Energy Division�	Robert Finkelstein, Legal Counsel for TURN/UCAN


	Chris S. King, CellNet


	Donald Lafrenz, Energy Division�	Michael McNamara, ORA�	Juanita Porter, Energy Division


	Aaron Thomas, NEV


	All parties in A.97-11-004, A.97-11-011, A.97-12-012


� 	TURN and UCAN jointly participated in Application No. 97-11-011, et al, and submit their protest as a joint protest.  For ease of reading, the remainder of this protest response refers only to TURN.  All such references should be understood as including UCAN as well as TURN.


� CellNet similarly argues that although ESP credit checks are non-discretionary, in would be “anti-competitive” to charge ESPs for these services because “UDCs perform credit checks of all the entities with which they conduct significant amounts of business and do not charge those entities for doing so.”  CellNet Protest at 2.  Although SCE currently does not charge a separate service fee to end-use customers for performing credit checks, SCE’s cost of performing credit checks for end-use customers is recovered through bundled rates.  Therefore, SCE’s end-use customers and ESPs are treated consistently under SCE’s proposed approach, and no anti-competitive concerns are implicated.  Indeed, because avoided credit checks are already included in the avoided cost credit that customers that select ESP consolidated billing will receive, it is CellNet’s proposal – not SCE’s – that would give rise to disparate treatment between bundled and ESP customers. 





� 	Although ORA attempts to identify another example in its second bullet on the same page, SCE cannot meaningfully respond to it because ORA has not clearly stated what specific charges it is intending to compare.


�  ORA incorrectly identifies SCE’s charge for this activity as costing $0.43 per service account per month.  The amount that SCE included for this activity in its supplemental advice letter is $0.285 per service account per month.


� 	With respect to the cost of processing ESP payments, TURN erroneously argues that, “Edison has built-in an inefficient practice (receive a single check for every service account, rather than a single check per ESP) that significantly increases these offset costs and provides no economic incentive to an ESP to improve Edison’s inefficient business practice.”  TURN Protest at 3.  To the contrary, SCE has provided ESPs with two options for making payments.  ESPs may either send check payments that may include amounts for multiple service accounts, or they may make EDI payments on a per service account basis.  Because the majority of ESPs deliver payments to SCE via EDI rather than via check, SCE has calculated the service fees based on this observation. As discussed above, if ESPs change the methods in which they deliver payments to SCE, and there are associated cost savings, SCE would be willing to revise its fees to reflect those cost savings through an appropriate mechanism identified by the Commission.





� See SCE’s April 15, 1998 Prepared Testimony Regarding Full Consolidated Billing at 3.





Mr. Kevin Coughlan, IMC Program Manager 
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