BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA





Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company to Identify Cost Savings for Revenue Cycle Services Provided by Other Entities and to Propose Credits for End-use Customers in Such Circumstances for Implementation No Later Than January 1, 1999.
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Application 97-11-004


(Filed November 3, 1997)�
�



Application of Southern California Edison Company to Identify Cost Savings for Revenue Cycle Services Provide by Other Entities and To Propose Net Avoided Cost Credits for End-Use Customers in Such Circumstances for Implementation on January 1, 1999.
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Application 97-11-011


(Filed November 3, 1997)�
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Application of San Diego Gas & Electric Company to Identify Cost Savings for Revenue Cycle Services Provided by Other Entities and to Propose Credits for End-Use Customers in Such Circumstances for Implementation No Later Than January 1, 1999.
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Application 97-12-012


(Filed December 4, 1997)�
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ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE’S RULING





This ruling clarifies certain matters raised at the second prehearing conference in these consolidated proceedings, held March 24, 1998.


Natural Gas Revenue Cycle Services Unbundling


At the prehearing conference, I asked the parties to discuss the issue of whether this proceeding is an appropriate forum to consider natural gas revenue cycle services unbundling.  Several parties have raised the issue in testimony.


Attorneys for Southern California Gas Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) and Coalition for California Utility Employees stated their common view that the matter is outside the scope of this proceeding and is more properly considered in the Commission’s natural gas strategy rulemaking, Rulemaking 98-01-011.  The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), Enron and California Energy Commission indicated their common view that the Commission should consider here whether the utilities’ billing systems should be designed to accommodate the prospective adoption of gas revenue cycle services unbundling.  ORA stated its testimony only proposes the possibility that the Enhanced Service Provider (ESP) could negotiate as a contractor to the utility for related billing services.


Following consultation with the assigned Commissioner, this ruling finds that parties may present testimony on the subject of whether utility billing systems should be able to accommodate unbundling gas revenue cycle services and whether an ESP should be permitted to offer billing services to the utility on the basis of negotiated agreements.  Matters relating to whether those services should be fully unbundled and the costs associated with specified service elements are outside the scope of this proceeding at this time.  Any related requirements the Commission may ultimately adopt in this proceeding will not apply to Southern California Gas Company (SoCalGas) because SoCalGas is not an applicant or a respondent in this proceeding.


ESP Full Consolidated Billing


At the prehearing conference, the parties addressed whether and when the Commission should consider the terms and conditions for ESP full consolidated billing.  In their testimony, several parties propose its immediate implementation.  Southern California Edison Company’s (Edison) rebuttal testimony proposes deferring the issue until “the parameters of full consolidated billing are better defined and a further opportunity is provided to conduct additional cost studies.“  Representatives of Enron and EPUC/CAC expressed a view that the Commission has required full consolidated billing as an option for ESPs and anticipated the development of costing information in this proceeding.


After reviewing relevant Commission orders and consulting with Commissioner Duque and Commissioner Knight, I find that the Commission’s intent has consistently been to require the electric utilities to provide cost information for ESP full consolidated billing in this proceeding.  Ordering Paragraph 5 of D.97-05-039 required the utilities to provide, no later than November 3, 1997, “net cost savings resulting when billing, metering and related services are provided by another entity.”  The language of the order referred to consolidated bills as among those options which should be available and noted that the utilities would be required “to accommodate each of these options in a manner consistent with rules that we will develop in our direct access proceeding.”  Subsequently, in the Commission’s direct access proceeding, page 36 of Appendix A of D.97-10-087 specified that the utilities shall “approve and consent“ to the provision of full ESP consolidated bills for “any ESP which demonstrates the capability to replicate UDC charges, to the satisfaction of the UDC.”


Edison must provide the cost information necessary to implement these provisions by January 1, 1999 and it must do so in this proceeding.  Edison shall therefore amend its Phase II testimony to provide relevant costing information.  If Edison’s failure to include this information in the Phase II testimony it has already submitted would otherwise delay implementation of full ESP consolidated billing past January 1, 1999, or if Edison’s subsequent testimony on the subject is inadequate, the Commission would be within its discretion to adopt an interim proxy for full ESP consolidated bill credits based on the best available information on the record.


IT IS RULED that:


	Issues concerning whether utility billing systems should be able to accommodate gas revenue cycle service unbundling and whether ESPs should be able to negotiate as contractors for related services are within the scope of this proceeding.  Issues concerning the extent to which gas revenue cycle services should be unbundled and the costs of such unbundling are outside the scope of this proceeding.


	Edison shall, no later than April 15, 1998 amend its Phase II testimony in this proceeding to include costing information for full ESP consolidated billing.  Parties may submit testimony in response to the amended Phase II testimony no later than May 11, 1998.


Dated March 31, 1998, at San Francisco, California.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE








I certify that I have by mail this day served a true copy of the original attached Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling on all parties of record in this proceeding or their attorneys of record.


Dated March 30, 1998, at San Francisco, California.
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NOTICE





Parties should notify the Process Office, Public Utilities Commission, 505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2000, San Francisco, CA  94102, of any change of address to insure that they continue to receive documents. You must indicate the proceeding number on the service list on which your name appears.
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