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COMMENTS OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) ON ALTERNATE DECISION OF COMMISSIONER KNIGHT


Pursuant to 77.6 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission”), Southern California Edison Company (U 338-E) (“SCE”) files these comments on the Alternate Decision of Commissioner Knight mailed on June 18, 1998 (“Alternate”).


�INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY


The Alternate introduces a new issue into this proceeding, which was not raised by any party or by the Scoping Memo: whether the credits for Revenue Cycle Services (“RCS”) should be provided to energy service providers (“ESPs”), rather than to end-use customers.  SCE does not object to the Commission soliciting additional information pertinent to this question, although the injection of this new issue would expand the scope of the proceeding as defined in the Scoping Memo. 


The Alternate would have immediate practical implications.  In order to implement ESP credits, SCE would need to perform incremental systems development work.  SCE also would need to perform additional, albeit less significant, systems work to implement end-user credits.  SCE cannot proceed along a path of performing the system designs for these 2 options in parallel.  Moreover, the Alternate directs the parties to supply information on the costs of the alternate forms of providing credits.  It would be wasteful and inconsistent with the Alternate’s desire to evaluate these costs for SCE to expend the funds to develop either or both capability before the Commission decides which method to adopt.  Because SCE will require six months to implement a directive to provide either ESP or end-user billing, adoption of the Alternate and/or a failure to identify the appropriate credit recipient by the July 2 Commission hearing would prevent RCS credits from being provided until after January 1, 1999.


�discussion


The Alternate’s Proposal Would Change The Scope Of Issues In This Proceeding


As the Alternate acknowledges, the parties did not discuss the possibility of providing credits to ESPs instead of to end-users.�/  This is not surprising, given the Commission’s direction in D. 97-05-039 that the “appropriate cost savings should be reflected in a customer’s bill . . . .”�/  The Commission stated that the credits were designed to “ensur[e] that customers are not charged by the distribution utilities for those [revenue cycle] services” when they are provided by an ESP.�/  Indeed, Enron went as far as to claim that PG&E’s inability to provide credits on customer’s bills starting January 1, 1999 would violate the Commission’s directive.�/  Although some parties suggested that PG&E provide credits to ESPs until it was able to provide the credits to end-use customers,�/ no party suggested that the credits be provided exclusively to ESPs.  The Alternate’s suggestion that the Commission consider requiring that the credits be provided only to ESPs is therefore quite unexpected.


The issue raised by the Alternate is also outside the scope of the proceeding as defined in the Scoping Memorandum.  The Commission designated this proceeding as “ratesetting” under SB 960.�/  On January 26, 1998, the Assigned Commissioners issued a ruling that included a Scoping Memo within the meaning of Rule 6.3.  The ruling states that Phase 1 will determine all matters necessary for the utilities to modify their computer, billing and other systems to facilitate the unbundling of RCS costs no later than January 1, 1999.�/  The ruling indicates that the Phase 1 decision will determine segmentation, proration, units, etc.  In addition, the ruling states that Phase 1 will “address bill formatting issues, such as the number of lines and credits to be included, the language to be used, and the length of messages related to these credits.”�/  The Alternate’s suggestion that the Commission require the utilities to provide the credits to ESPs is a Phase 1 issue, in that it affects systems planning.  The ACR, however, did not suggest that the Commission would consider whether to provide credits to ESPs.  The Alternate’s proposal to open this issue therefore expands the issues beyond the Scoping Memorandum.  


If The Commission Adopts The Alternate, It Should Provide The Parties Adequate Opportunity To Supply Comments


The Alternate, Appendix A, provides a list of 17 questions as to which it would seek parties’ comments.  These comments would provide a record for the Commission to determine whether to order the utilities to supply the RCS credits to ESPs or to end-use customers.  The questions include the relative cost-effectiveness of developing systems to provide ESP and end-user credits; the lead time necessary to develop both alternatives; and the impact of each approach on ESPs and on the development of a competitive market for RCS.  In addition, the Alternate seeks comment on important issues of consumer protection, such as whether end-use customers must receive credits in order to make reasonably informed decisions, and whether the market would function properly without end-user credits. 


If the Commission adopts the Alternate, it should provide parties sufficient time to develop comments that would respond to these important issues.  The parties are currently in the midst of the briefing cycle on Phase II, with reply briefs due July 10 and a closing argument scheduled for July 13.  SCE will not be able to commence work on the comments contemplated by the Alternate until after the Phase II record is submitted.  SCE suggests that comments be due no earlier than September 1, 1998.


The Alternate Would Delay Implementation Of Credits


Any mechanism for providing RCS credits would require additional systems development work for SCE.  To this point, SCE had understood the Commission to contemplate that the credits would be provided to end-use customers.  SCE had expected to conduct substantial incremental systems development work between now and the end of 1998 in order to implement the capability to provide the credits to end-use customers in accordance with the segments defined in the Phase 1 decision.   If the Commission were to require utilities to provide the credits to ESPs, SCE would have to perform even more systems development work than if the credits were provided to end-use customers.  The systems modifications needed to accommodate either ESP or end-user credits would be substantial undertakings, and SCE could not pursue development of both capabilities in parallel during the second half of 1998.


The Alternate seems to direct the utilities to defer additional systems development work until the Commission determines whether to require that the credits be supplied to end-use customers or to ESPs.  For example, the Alternate seeks comment as to the cost of ESP and end-user credits, “and the impact that each approach would have on the level of costs for which each utility would seek Section 376 recovery.”�/  The Alternate implies that the Commission will evaluate the relative costs and benefits of ESP and end-user credits, along with other information, before deciding which approach to direct the utilities to follow.  


It would be pointless for the Commission to consider costs that the utilities have already expended in deciding which credit approach is most cost-effective.  The Alternate’s desire to examine costs thus means that SCE should stop spending these funds, so that the Commission’s opportunity to evaluate cost-effectiveness is preserved.  Even if SCE could simultaneously implement the systems to accommodate both ESP and end-user billing (which, as stated above, it cannot), expenditures to develop two capabilities would be wasteful and inconsistent with the Alternate’s desire to study these costs in advance of a decision.  Likewise, SCE does not intend to spend funds to develop one capability or the other based on a guess as to which approach the Commission ultimately will order.  Instead, SCE understands that adoption of the Alternate would represent direction to SCE to postpone further work to develop the systems to implement either ESP or end-user billing until the Commission decides which approach to order.


Because of the lead time necessary to implement any such Commission directive, the adoption of the Alternate would cause the RCS credits to be delayed until a date after January 1, 1999.  SCE has consistently made clear that it requires six months advance direction from the Commission in order to modify its systems to accommodate RCS credits.  Indeed, the very reason the Commission established Phase 1 of this proceeding was to issue a decision on systems issues by July 1, so that the utilities would have sufficient time to implement RCS credits on January 1, 1999.�/  The same lead time is required for the development of the systems necessary for ESP or end-user credits.  The Alternate thus would delay the implementation of RCS credits past January 1, 1999, and potentially well into 1999, depending on the date that the Commission decides whether to require ESP or end-user credits. 


Respectfully submitted,�
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