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Q  1	What is the purpose of this testimony?


A  1	This testimony addresses issues raised by Enron and ORA concerning PG&E’s proposed credits for Full ESP Consolidated Billing.  It addresses Enron’s observation that the credits proposed by the three UDCs are not consistent.  It describes why ORA’s and Enron’s proposals to remove all offsets to the Full ESP Consolidated Billing credit are not warranted.  Finally, it describes why Enron’s proposed credit for PG&E is not reasonable.


Q  2	Enron states that there is no consistency among the UDCs’ proposed credits for Full ESP Consolidated Billing, further stating, “This is demonstrated by the wide range of UDC-proposed credits, which reflects both the variation in the UDC-alleged avoided costs and the proposed incremental offsetting costs” (Enron, p. 2).  Does PG&E agree with Enron’s observation?


A  2	PG&E agrees that there is a wide range in the credits proposed by the UDC.  As stated in PG&E’s Phase 1 rebuttal, the parameters of full consolidated billing have not been defined (PG&E Phase 1 Rebuttal, p. 2�DLS�2).  It is that lack of definition that results in the variation in the UDCs’ proposals.  PG&E’s Rule 22 states that full consolidated billing will be subject to PG&E’s approval and consent, that the ESP must sign a billing service agreement, and that the ESP will calculate PG&E charges in accordance with approved tariffs and PG&E’s specifications.  These parameters have not been developed.  In developing their proposed credits, the UDCs independently defined a set of standards for full consolidated billing.  If a consistent set of credits is required, it would be more productive to focus first on defining the parameters of full consolidated billing and then computing credits.


Q  3	ORA and Enron propose to remove all offsets in the calculation of PG&E’s credit.  Is this a reasonable proposal?


A  3	No, it is not.  The offsets identified by PG&E are true costs that PG&E would incur to support full consolidated billing, and these costs are not being recovered elsewhere.  The Commission has recognized that costs such as these should offset the revenue cycle credits (D.97�05�039, pp. 17�18, 22).


Q  4	Enron states that SDG&E’s customer inquiry savings include calls related to any aspect of the bill, interpretation and explanation of utility tariffs that are the basis for the charges, and interpretation and explanation of each component of the bill, including how the bill is calculated.  Enron states that it is not clear whether PG&E has included these savings.  Does PG&E’s proposed credit for full consolidated billing include these savings?


A  4	Yes.


Q  5	In Enron’s discussion of credit offsets, Enron observes that “Enron would anticipate that the UDC may use some sort of mutually acceptable reasonable random sample check program to assure a high level of ESP bill calculation accuracy” (Enron, p. 5).  Does PG&E agree with such an approach?


A  5	Yes.  PG&E’s proposal includes the assumption that the UDC randomly checks the ESP’s calculations.  Since this verification activity is caused by customers electing full consolidated billing, PG&E has proposed that it be able to recover these costs through an offset to the credit.


Q  6	Enron recommends that FERC account data be used to calculate RCS credits (Enron, p. 8).  Enron recommends that the full consolidated billing credit for PG&E be calculated by starting with Enron’s proposed credit for partial consolidated billing, and then adding an increment equal to 15 percent of PG&E’s Account 903 costs (Enron, p. 9).  Does PG&E agree with this approach?


A  6	No.  Enron’s proposal would ignore the true savings and costs resulting from an ESP performing full consolidated billing for PG&E.  PG&E’s May 7 rebuttal testimony shows that an embedded cost credit for partial consolidated billing is unreasonable.  However, Enron starts with an embedded cost partial consolidated billing credit, and then applies a 15 percent factor, gleaned from San Diego’s data, to further increase the credit and calls this a reasonable approach for calculating PG&E’s savings.  The embedded cost notion is unreasonable, as is the application of an allocation based on the filing of another UDC, which likely has a different billing process structure and thus different cost savings.  PG&E’s methodology has determined the true savings and costs PG&E would see from full consolidated billing.  The PG&E approach should be adopted by the Commission.
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