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Chapter 1


Overview and Policy


Witness:  James Price





This exhibit contains the rebuttal testimony of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) in response to intervenor testimony regarding the applications of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), and San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), in Phase II of the Post-Transition Ratemaking proceeding.  Regarding commodity procurement and related issues, intervenors have raised issues that ORA did not find a need to address in its direct testimony, but may ultimately be considered to be within the scope of this proceeding.  If the issues raised by the intervenors are to be addressed in this proceeding, the positions stated herein should be considered along with the intervenors’ views.  Regarding revenue allocation and rate design, the Commission should decide certain issues using a more complete understanding of post-transition ratemaking principles than that offered by the cited intervenor testimony.


As stated in ORA’s direct testimony in reference to the utilities’ testimony, it should not be presumed that ORA accepts intervenors’ positions simply because they have not been addressed in this exhibit.


1.1	Background


The conduct of this proceeding has been primarily guided by the Commission’s Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner, dated March 11, 1999.  Despite the Commission’s Scoping Memo’s best efforts, some uncertainty has remained regarding the scope of this proceeding.  In preparing its direct testimony, ORA did not find it necessary in making its recommendations to interpret a key section of the Scoping Memo, which states:


“Market Structure.  Several parties suggest the Commission must consider the structure of generation markets and the conditions precedent for promoting competition and avoiding market concentration.  Among the issues addressed by parties in this regard include whether the utilities will continue to operate as default providers of power, the prospects for self-dealing and monopsony power in the part of the utilities.  The Applicants oppose any consideration of market structure issues.


“The Commission did not anticipate that these applications would create a forum for exploring the wide range of issues concerning market structure.  Moreover, the prospect of considering such matters here is too ambitious in light of the many other issues which the Commission must resolve in this proceeding.  For that reason, the scope of this proceeding will not include matters relating to market structure.  The parties may, however, justify or oppose a proposal on the basis that it would compromise or promote competitive goals as long as the proposal is otherwise within the scope of the proceeding.”


Commodity pricing is an issue that is clearly within the scope of the proceeding, but review of intervenor testimony reveals that determining its proper scope is not straight-forward.  The content of this issue is additionally guided by the Scoping Memo:


“Rate Design and Revenue Allocation.  ...  The Commission did not intend to use this proceeding to undertake a full rate design review.  Nevertheless, some rate design policies are implied by a consideration of post-transition ratemaking.  For example, the Commission must determine how the generation rate will be established, whether it will include fixed elements, and the conditions under which the rate will change.  ...  [Footnote:  Coalition of California Utility Employees is correct that these topics are under consideration to some extent in the Revenue Allocation Proceeding (RAP);  however, they are addressed only for the period prior to the end of the transition period.  Their consideration here, therefore, would not be duplicative of the efforts in the RAP.]”


Given this guidance as to the content of this proceeding, intervenor testimony has raised issues including commodity pricing, the future role of the utility, the utility’s default-provider status, and the requirement of the utility to buy and sell through the PX, due to the intervenors’ concerns about the utilities’ proposals including creating commodity purchase incentive mechanisms and purchasing power from outside the PX.  ORA did not address these issues in its direct testimony because its concerns about creating commodity purchasing incentive mechanisms are independent of the future role of the utility as default provider, and because existing Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and CPUC decisions establish the buy/sell requirement for the period for which market conditions can be foreseen at this time.  However, it is the intervenors’ position that mitigation is required before the utilities’ proposed procurement incentive mechanisms and/or post-transition purchasing policies can be considered, and before the buy/sell requirement ends.  ORA has concerns in turn that the intervenors’ proposals, which are intended as mitigation of impacts on the Commission’s competitive goals, themselves have potentially undesirable effects on the interests of ratepayers.  If the intervenors’ proposals are to be considered in this proceeding, their details need to be addressed by providing adequate opportunity for contrary views to be expressed.


1.2	Role of the Utility as a Provider of Competitive Commodity Procurement


The Alliance for Retail Markets’ (ARM) witness Counihan recommends that the Commission should, among other things:


Develop generation rates that are simple, transparent, give accurate price signals, minimize the risk that the utility takes on behalf of the default customers, and include all costs of providing retail service, and


Have the generation rate include a proxy for the utilities’ retail costs until such time as the Commission may fully determine what those retail costs are.


While ORA shares the goal that is represented by the first of these recommendations, the second of these recommendations misstates the appropriate regulatory response to that goal and could be harmful to customers who have chosen to not participate in direct access.  ORA’s Phase II direct testimony (at p. 7) noted that intervenors in the recent Revenue Adjustment Proceeding (RAP) had proposed modifications to the costs that are included in the PX credit, and that D.99-06-058 had directed that certain changes in the cost basis for the PX credit should be implemented in the next RAP proceeding.  ARM’s testimony (at pp. 12 to 13) cites D.99-06-058’s requirement (Ordering Paragraph 4):


“PG&E, SDG&E, and SCE shall include in their respective 1999 revenue allocation proceeding (RAP) applications a PX credit calculation that reflects the long run marginal costs of customer account managers, customer service representatives, self-provision of ancillary services and financing costs for purchasing power from the PX.  The PX credit calculations should also include an estimate of other expected long run marginal costs as set forth herein.”


The “other expected long run marginal costs as set forth herein” would include costs that parties to the upcoming RAP proceeding would attribute to the discussion that is also cited by ARM:  “… to require direct access customers to assume costs for which they are not responsible may compromise efforts to promote competitive markets.”  (D.99-06-058, p. 23)  Thus, the upcoming RAP proceeding provides an immediate opportunity to quantify the costs that ARM seeks to include in the PX charges (or credits) that ESPs compete with, without waiting for this Post-Transition Ratemaking proceeding to give directions for studies to be examined in future proceedings.


Given the opportunity offered by the RAP proceeding to quantify the costs that ARM seeks to include in the utilities’ generation rates, ORA opposes ARM’s proposal to establish a proxy for these costs in this proceeding.  Since the utilities would undoubtedly seek to recover the revenues that they can convince the Commission represent their reasonable overall cost of operation, if a proxy were adopted that exceeds the actual costs of serving bundled customers, the difference can be expected to be paid by retail customers in some manner.  This potential impact explains why ORA cannot support ARM’s request to establish a proxy when actual costs can be determined.


ARM further asserts (e.g., at p. 15) that there is a wide variety of costs that would form the basis for its requested proxy for retailing costs, including load forecasting, providing customer service, data base systems, and a number of other items.  ARM recommends (at pp. 18 to 22) that to ensure that these costs are properly reflected in the utilities’ generation rates, there should be a separation between the utilities’ distribution vs. retail service functions.  ARM’s recommendation misses an important point that ORA finds necessary for understanding the role of the utility:  instead of simply distinguishing between competitive vs. monopoly functions, the utility should actually be seen as providing three types of functions, which are a wires company,� a market facilitator, and a provider of competitive services.  While the wires company performs the distribution function described by ARM, the market facilitator at the retail level performs a variety of other functions that are required, from a single source, by all retail service providers: �  coordinating Direct Access Service Requests (DASRs), coordinating meter information, publishing load profiles, forecasting load for the purpose of publishing distribution loss factors, ensuring conformance with the CPUC-approved ESP Service Agreements, maintaining data bases to serve these functions, etc.


What can be adopted to ensure adequate cost separation, as desired by ARM, is to require all providers of competitive services to interact in the same way with the utilities’ wires company and market facilitation functions – this involves comparable timing and information required for customer enrollments, comparable access to information, etc.  This requirement would provide a realistic test of ARM’s assertion that substantial costs are required to serve bundled-service customers, as well as to identify any ways to further a goal that ORA and ESPs have been striving to reach since the initial development of the retail market, i.e., minimizing transaction costs.  If there are no significant transactions costs for interacting with the utilities’ wires company and market facilitation functions, costs to bundled-service customers would not increase by ensuring that all service providers must perform these tasks in the same way.  But if significant costs must be faced in requiring the utilities’ retail service function to perform this way, either transaction costs can be reduced or the costs should be recognized as a cost of being a retailer.


1.3	Role of the Utility as Default Provider


Various parties offer recommendations regarding the utilities’ default provider status, i.e., their market position as the commodity provider for retail customers who do not choose a different ESP, and these recommendations require further discussion.  Notable among them are:


The Utility Consumers Action Network’s (UCAN) testimony addressing Commodity PBR Design and Policy Issues includes a recommendation to explore allowing an alternative default provider.  UCAN states (at p. 31) that it is not UCAN’s intent to present a proposal that could be adopted by the Commission in this proceeding, but that instead the Commission should direct SDG&E to initiate a proposal during 2000, which would be initially implemented starting in 2001.


The California City-County Street Light Association (CAL-SLA) incorrectly states, at p. 9 of its testimony, that the Commission’s March 1999 Scoping Memo and Ruling of Assigned Commissioner does not mention the issue of the role of the utilities as the default commodity suppliers after the end of the transition period, and that ORA does not address this issue.  CAL-SLA recommends that the Phase II decision in this proceeding should order an investigation or rulemaking into the role of the utilities as default commodity suppliers in the post-transition electric services market.


ORA’s Phase II direct testimony (at pp. 9 and 10) identified Public Utilities Code section 366(a) as establishing the utilities’ default provider role in the existing market structure, and cited the utilities’ default provider status as the reason why the Commission needs to be concerned about the reasonableness of their commodity procurement practices.  That is, ORA’s recommendations acknowledged the utilities’ default provider status, and treated it as a factor to be considered in making other recommendations (contrary to CAL-SLA’s assertions).  ORA did not consider further recommendations regarding the utilities’ default provider status to be necessary, since ORA’s recommendations for Phase II could be stated without requiring changes to the existing market structure, and since PU Code section 366(a) could not be changed directly by the Commission’s decision in this proceeding.


A Commission examination of alternatives to the existing default provider provisions is permitted by PU Code section 365.5 and should focus first on what type of a program is needed and on identification of a variety of alternative structures, including but not limited to that described by UCAN.  Even though these foundational issues have not been explored, UCAN has proposed a number of specific details.  There would be exactly one alternative default provider (other than the utility) which would be selected through a bidding process (i.e., an auction) that would need to be designed by the Commission.  This alternative provider would be obligated to take all customers who select it;  customers would have to expressly select one of the two default providers;  the competing default provider must agree to accept minimum service standards that meet or exceed those offered by the utility as a condition for being an alternate provider;  the alternate default provider must agree to guarantee comparable or lower prices than the service offered by the utility for a comparable mix of power;  the alternate provider would be able to offer levelized bill, energy management services, and other enhanced energy services;  the alternative default provider would be permitted to use its selection as a default provider in its marketing and promotional efforts;  the alternate provider would be able to offer distributed generation and related services to end-use customers without fear of utility barriers;  the proceeds generated by the bidding process would be used to reduce transaction costs and help promote all other ESPs;  the selected alternate providers would be offered as an option to customers who sign up for new or changed service with the utility;  and the alternative default provider would be obligated to collect and share information concerning customer service quality and complaint records.  There has been no determination (except assertions in UCAN’s testimony) that this level of complexity is necessary, that all issues have been addressed (for example, what process and requirements would be needed before customers are disconnected?), or that these are the appropriate details for inclusion in an alternative default provider program.


Before the Commission can meaningfully address questions such as what type of a program is needed and which alternative structures can be identified for evaluation, the flexibility of alternatives that can serve the fundamental characteristics of “default provider” service (e.g., accepting all customers who wish to select an ESP, based on publication of a standard price offering that would be set by the ESP), under the existing Direct Access tariff or minor modifications to it, can be explored by the existing Direct Access Tariff Review Committee established by D.97-10-087 (or a successor to this committee). �  This approach could reveal whether ESPs are willing to accept customers on this basis, reveal whether new and existing customers are able to understand their choices among ESPs’ offerings, and identify similar questions that would arise in a more formal Commission proceeding.


1.4	Applicability of Buy-Sell Requirement for Commodity Procurement


ORA’s Phase II direct testimony stated ORA’s understanding of a key requirement of the existing market structure, which is that during the transition period, the utilities are required to buy all generation needed for bundled-service customers from the Power Exchange (PX).  ORA cited FERC’s decision in Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 77 FERC Section 61,265 at 62,088 (1996), as source of the requirement that the transition period for the “buy/ sell” arrangement will last for five years.


The testimony of California Industrial Users, California Large Energy Consumers Association, California Manufacturers Association, and California Retailers Association (CIU/ CLECA/ CMA/ CRA) witness Barkovich (at p. 22 to 23) expresses reservations that the requirement cited by ORA does not reflect the provisions of Assembly Bill (AB) 1890 that link the transition period to recovery of Competition Transition Costs (CTC) and limit the transition period to a maximum of four years.  Dr. Barkovich’s reservations do not reflect the content of FERC’s decision.  FERC’s decision was issued on December 18, 1996 (after AB 1890 was enacted), and there is no indication that FERC was unaware of AB 1890’s provisions.  The reasons cited by FERC in adopting its five year transition period’s buy/ sell requirement relate to allowing California’s market infrastructure (e.g., the PX) to become established, instead of to recovery of CTC.  Furthermore, FERC’s five-year buy/ sell requirement was reiterated in FERC’s decision in Pacific Gas and Electric Company, __ FERC Section 61,435 at 61,537 (October 30, 1997).  Thus, FERC’s five-year buy/ sell requirement should be recognized as part of the existing market structure that should not be changed in this proceeding, pursuant to the Commission’s Scoping Memo, unless a change is required to serve competitive goals.  Dr. Barkovich does not assert that any change is necessary to promote competitive goals.


Beyond the five year requirement stated in FERC’s decisions, the Western Power trading Forum (WPTF, at pp. 11 to 12) and Automated Power Exchange (APX, at pp. 8 to 11) discuss potential needs for ongoing buy/ sell requirements, based on arguments about promotion of competitive goals.  WPTF proposes that the buy/ sell requirement should be released as soon as possible after March 31, 2002, but conditions this proposal on whether the utilities’ retail market dominance is mitigated.  APX recommends criteria for trading through open exchanges that have visible pricing.  Examination of these proposals during hearings may allow further evaluation of their merits for adoption in this proceeding, but at this time it would be premature to determine whether or not the buy/ sell requirement should continue beyond FERC’s five-year term, since 18 months of market experience are not yet available and considerably more market experience will be gained during the balance of the five-year period.


1.5	Volatility of Commodity Prices


The California City-County Street Light Association incorrectly states, at p. 7 of its testimony, that ORA does not address PG&E’s rate capping proposal and does not mention the issue of rate caps.  At p. 12 of ORA’s Phase II direct testimony, ORA stated that for the reasons expressed in ORA’s Phase I testimony, ORA recommends reliance only on the utilities’ existing balanced payment plans unless settlements or other discussions develop acceptable alternatives to address the specific circumstances that will exist at the future date when each utility’s rate freeze ends.  Although SDG&E’s proposal for a rate cap during the third quarter of 1999 applied only to SDG&E, ORA’s Phase I testimony identified issues including how an interim rate cap would be financed and creation of a competitive advantage for bundled utility service, and recommended reliance on existing balanced payment plans as a simple, already-existing option for protecting customers who are concerned about such variations.  This removes the need for other capping mechanisms except in specific situations where future negotiations would identify additional needs.
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Chapter 2


Structure of Ratemaking Accounts and Proceedings


Witness:  James Price





Intervenor testimony does not appear to have implications for the ratemaking recommendations stated in Chapters 2, 5, and 6 of ORA’s direct testimony in Phase II.
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Chapter 3


Treatment of


Rate Group Transition Cost Obligation Memorandum Account


(RGTCOMA) Balances and


Treatment of CTC Exemptions After the Rate Freeze Ends


Witness:  Sean Casey





2.1	Background and Recommendation


The testimony of California Industrial Users, California Large Energy Consumers Association, California Manufacturers Association, and California Retailers Association (CIU/ CLECA/ CMA/ CRA) witness Barkovich raises important substantive or legal points of disagreement with the ORA position.  ORA believes that its position merely reflects a matter of compliance with D.99-06-058 (the RAP decision), and indeed was a requirement already articulated by D. 97-12-039.


Dr. Barkovich first raises PU Code 367(e).  CPUC D.97-12-039  (p.11) states that:


 “We reject arguments that tracking transition cost obligations by rate group does not comply with PU 367 (e)(1) and (3).  On the contrary, tracking transition cost obligations will ensure that cost shifting does not occur and provides a means by which we can verify the results of the residual CTC calculation methodology to confirm that transition cost allocation principles have been followed.  We are not convinced that the sponsoring parties’ proposal will ensure that the residual CTC calculation methodology is sufficient to ensure proper allocation of transition cost obligations”.  


Thus, the Commission has previously considered PU Code 367(e)(1) and (3) and found its decision to establish these memorandum accounts to be in compliance.  By extension, ORA believes that PU Code sections 367(e)(1) and (3) do not prohibit the type of post rate freeze transition cost adjustments proposed by ORA.  Indeed, making transition cost adjustments requires the data contained within these memorandum accounts.  Barkovich also raises PU Code 368(b).  ORA finds nothing in this section which would prohibit ORA’s recommended treatment of transition cost balances. 


However, Dr. Barkovich’s testimony raises two other issues:  one involves interpretation of Section 371(a), and the second involves the legal authority of the Commission to require the collection of CTC expenses that would have been collected during the rate freeze, from some customers in a post rate freeze period.  ORA believes these are significant legal arguments which run counter to ORA’s proposal and substantially counter to the rationale for the original creation of these memorandum accounts, which was “proper allocation of transition cost obligations” (D.97-12-039, at p.11).  It also appears that these legal arguments contradict the intent of section 367(e)(1), which is that transition costs be recovered in substantially the same proportion as similar costs are recovered in June 1996.  The way to ensure “substantially the same proportion” is to first track the costs via the memorandum accounts and then amortize remaining “balances” after the rate freeze period is over.


ORA anticipates that the Commission should ultimately reconcile these apparently conflicting code sections by adopting the tracking memorandum account recommended above.


�



Chapter 4


Post Transition


Revenue Allocation and Rate Design


Witness:  William Gibson





4.1	Introduction


In this chapter, ORA rebuts certain portions of testimony submitted by Dr. Barkovich and Mr. Brubaker concerning allocation of on-going competitive transition costs and restructuring implementation costs.  Dr. Barkovich submitted testimony on behalf of the California Large Energy Consumers Association, California Industrial Users, the California Manufacturers Association, and the California Retailers Association; and Mr. Brubaker submitted testimony on behalf of the Federal Executive Agencies (FEA).  ORA also provides limited comments to portions of testimony submitted by Mr. Marcus on behalf of TURN, and by Mr. Schmidt on behalf of the California City-County Street Light Association (CAL-SLA).


4.2	Ongoing Transition Costs


Dr. Barkovich and Mr. Brubaker both argue that utilities should recover on-going transition costs based on total EPMC in effect as of June 10, 1996.  They largely base their argument on a narrow interpretation of Code Section 867(e) and it results in an allocation methodology that is nonsensical for the post transition period.  While the Commission has supported allocation of costs to customer classes based on total EPMC for many years, total EPMC is only appropriate when addressing revenue allocation of total costs on a bundled basis.  During the transition period, rates remain frozen at a level equal to a customer’s bundled rate in effect on June 10, 1996. �  Utilities simply offset rate changes to any particular function during this period by an equal adjustment to the class’ competitive transition charge (headroom).  Because the frozen rates maintain the bundled nature of historical ratemaking, allocation of these costs based on total EPMC in effect at that time was theoretically appropriate.  However, allocating these costs based on total EPMC is only valid as long as the total effective rate remains bundled.


During the post transition period, the Commission will no longer set rates on a bundled basis and frozen rates will no longer protect customers from rate increases.  This Commission, as well as the FERC and energy markets, will instead establish pricing for various functions associated with the provision of electric service on an unbundled basis.  Once rates are determined on an unbundled basis, it would be completely inappropriate for the Commission to allow the allocation of generation only related transition costs based on total EPMC that it established in 1996 based on all functional costs including transmission, distribution and customer costs.  The position put forward by Dr. Barkovich and Mr. Brubaker ignores consideration of the well-established Commission objective to allocate costs on the basis of cost causation.


Dr. Barkovich and Mr. Brubaker assert that the Commission must continue to allocate on-going transition costs based on total EPMC during the post transition period pursuant to Section 367(e) of AB 1890.  They have misinterpreted Section 367 by narrowly focusing on this one subsection.  First, Section 367(a) clearly requires utilities to recover uneconomic costs no later than December 31, 2001, � except for those costs specifically identified as on-going transition costs, in a manner “consistent with not increasing rates for any rate schedule, contract, or tariff option above the levels in effect on June 10, 1996.”  Second, Section 367(e) requires utilities to allocate transition costs “among the various classes of customers, rate schedules, and tariff options to ensure that cost are recovered from these classes, rate schedules, contract rates, and tariff options…”  This subsection must apply only to the transition period because utilities may very well discontinue many of these rate options during the post transition period.   (In fact, a number of ESPs support a policy whereby the Commission would allow the incumbent utility distribution companies to offer only “plain vanilla” service with respect to generation rates.)  The position of Dr. Barkovich and Mr. Brubaker would require utilities to maintain all current rate options for purposes of revenue allocation.  ORA believes that the Legislature differentiated between the recovery of the bulk of transition costs and on-going transition cost, with respect to recovery period and recovery methodology.


TURN suggests that ORA modify its equal cents per kWh allocation methodology to adjust for electric line losses.  This modification would base allocation on the amount of energy generated for a customer class rather than energy sales to the customer class.  ORA does not object to this modification as long as suitable load studies are available to provide for this adjustment.


4.3	Direct Access Implementation Costs


Dr. Barkovich and Mr. Brubaker both support the allocation of direct access implementation costs� using the total EPMC methodology.  While Dr. Barkovich asserts that total EPMC based allocation is appropriate because the Commission should functionalize direct access implementation costs largely as customer and transmission related, Mr. Brubaker testifies that the Commission cannot clearly identify any particular factor causing direct access implementation costs.  ORA disagrees with both of these positions.


The fundamental role of electric restructuring (the creation of the PX, ISO and opportunity for direct access) is the provision of customer choice between a competitively determined wholesale price of electricity as a commodity through the PX and the UDC, or to allow customers to choose electricity as a commodity through any ESP.  Direct access implementation costs relate directly to the generation function.  The Commission should therefore reject Dr. Barkovich’s attempts to functionalize direct access implementation costs as anything other than generation-related.  The Commission should adopt a generation-related allocator to allocate direct access implementation costs to customer classes.  


ORA recommends allocating direct access implementation costs based on equal cents per kWh. �  This methodology, while not perfect, will more closely allocate these costs to customer groups in proportion to the benefits that each group realizes than allocation based on total EPMC.  In D.99-06-058, the Commission found that using the existing EPMC method to allocated direct access implementation cost could be unfair to small customers:


“Existing cost allocation methods would not correspond to the distribution benefits.  Under existing methods, small customers in fact assume a share of costs that is wildly disproportionate to the benefits they have realized.  Even the cost allocation methods ORA and TURN propose allocate considerably more restructuring costs to small customers than those customers have imposed on the system.”  See D.99-06-058, mimeo, p. 7.


While the cost shifting prohibition of AB 1890 compelled the Commission to allocate restructuring costs based on total EPMC during the transition period, the Commission kept the post transition cost allocation issue open for discussion in later proceedings.  See D.99-06-058, mimeo, p. 8.


4.4	Issues Raised by California City-County Street Light Association


The California City-County Street Light Association argues that the Commission should address revenue allocation, as well as specific rate design, issues in each utility’s specific post-transition rate design application.  While ORA does not object to addressing revenue allocation and rate design issues in individual proceedings, certain policy issues are generic in nature.  The Commission may more efficiently address these generic issues in the post-transition ratemaking proceedings.  For example, PG&E’s rate design proceeding predominately addresses distribution rate design, not issues relating to on-going CTC and direct access implementation costs.


�  Competitive issues facing the wires company are also being addressed currently in a separate proceeding (the “DG OIR”).


�  Parallel market facilitation functions are performed at a wholesale level by the ISO and the PX.








�  Section C.(2) of the Direct Access tariff, as adopted by D.97-10-087, already states:  “For customers initiating a request for electric service from the UDC, the UDC shall inform customers of their ability to choose their electric provider and that the information described in Section C.(1) is available.  The UDC shall also inform customers of the toll-free number of the Electric Education Call Center so long as it remains in operation.”  Section C.(1) provides, in part, that a utility must make a list of CPUC-registered ESPs eligible to serve small customers, as well as a list of all ESPs with service agreements to do business in the utility’s service territory, available to customers requesting information on Direct Access.


    CPUC decisions D.98-03-072 and D.99-05-034 already require ESPs to file information with the CPUC regarding Standard Service Plans.


�  ORA acknowledges that SDG&E’s rates are no longer frozen.  The comments above apply to SCE’s and PG&E’s current rates, and SDG&E’s rates through 7/1/99.


�  The utilities may under certain circumstances recover transition costs through March 31, 2002.


�  In this chapter, the term direct access implementation cost has the same meaning as restructuring implementation or 376 costs.


�  The Commission could also apply TURN’s modification to adjust for electric line losses.
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