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CONCURRENT REPLY BRIEF OF THE


OFFICE OF RATEPAYER ADVOCATES 


REGARDING PHASE 1 ISSUES





The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission), pursuant to the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure and the briefing schedule adopted by the Administrative Law Judge, respectfully submits its Concurrent Reply Brief on the unbundling of revenue cycle components for electric industry restructuring.


INTRODUCTION


This reply brief responds to selected issues raised by the April 23, 1998 opening briefs of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), Southern California Edison Company (Edison), Enron, QST Energy Inc. (QST), and The Utility Reform Network (TURN) regarding the utilities’ revenue cycle unbundling applications (A.97-11-004, A.97-11-011, and A.97-12-012).


SEGMENTATION OF REVENUE CYCLE CREDITS


SDG&E’s (pp. 9 - 10) and Edison’s (pp. 7 - 9) opening briefs express these utilities’ willingness to program placeholders for a separate segment for meter installation by ESPs during new construction, and for purchase of existing meters by customers or ESPs, even though they do not necessarily endorse creation of these segments.  PG&E’s opening brief (pp. 6 - 13) does not express a similar willingness to accommodate the framework needed to support ORA’s and other intervenors’ Phase 2 positions, even though its witnesses acknowledged during Phase 1 hearings that their opposition to the necessary framework was based on unsupported assumptions and incomplete analysis (ORA’s opening brief, pp. 9 - 10).�  Creating segments for cost distinctions as proposed by ORA and other intervenors is similar in justification to creating the geographic segmentation proposed by the utilities even though such segmentation is proposed by intervenors – i.e., by creating the proposed segments, the Commission would avoid prejudging any party’s Phase 2 positions.  This principle is essential to ensure that the �
Phase 1 decision is not premised on the outcome of Phase 2 issues.  For example, although ORA’s opening brief (p. 9) notes that a segment for customers’ purchase of meters in-place would not be needed if SDG&E’s (and ORA’s) recommended calculation of the meter ownership credit is adopted in Phase 2, ORA’s recommendation for this segment would still be applicable if PG&E’s or Edison’s proposed calculation of the meter ownership credit were adopted.  Since the outcome of Phase 2 will not be known in time for the Phase 1 decision, and the Phase 1 decision should not prejudge the outcome of ORA’s Phase 2 recommendations, there appears to be no viable alternative to creation of a segment for customer purchase of meters in-place during Phase 1.


TURN’s opening brief (e.g., p. 3) argues that the details of placing the segmentation of credits (to reflect meter installation by ESPs during new construction) into line and service extension rules (Rules 15 and 16) should be considered in Phase 2 and that these details have not been sufficiently considered in the Phase 1 record to allow a decision on this issue.  ORA accepts TURN’s reasoning regarding the timing of considering this issue.  It is important to understand that ORA’s acceptance of placing the segmentation of these credits into line and service extension rules is premised on the unbundling of metering costs from other distribution costs.  That is, the cost of metering should be removed from the utility’s cost estimates for construction of distribution facilities, and the revenues that the utility would receive through bundled provision of metering (as opposed to ESP provision of metering) should be removed from the revenues used in the calculation of line extension allowances.  (See ORA opening brief, pp. 7 - 8)


PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S INABILITY TO REFLECT REVENUE CYCLE SERVICES CREDITS ON CUSTOMERS’ BILLS ON JANUARY 1, 1999


As stated in ORA’s opening brief (p. 11), in spite of having offered a temporary remedy that is similar to that proposed by PG&E, ORA considers PG&E’s billing system limitations to be a serious issue.  After considering several alternatives and carefully reviewing D.97-05-039, ORA has proposed that customers who enroll with an ESP that provides revenue cycle services to its customers receive an up-front credit on January 1, 1999, or when they begin service from the ESP.  Contrary to the assertions of Enron and QST, ORA believes that D.97-05-039 (Ordering Paragraph 5) simply requires a method that will ensure that customers are not charged by the UDC for services that are provided by another entity.  D.97-05-039 does not require monthly rates or even credits to direct access customers as the form of the rate mechanism.  Various rate mechanisms could avoid double-charging customers.  For example, bundled customers could be charged a rate that is not charged to direct access customers.  Alternatively, direct access customers could receive a one-time credit when their ESP undertakes revenue cycle services (representing the net present value of all future avoided costs) and pay the utility for bundled revenue cycle services if the customer later returns to bundled utility service.  While ORA sympathizes with the concerns of Enron and QST, the Commission should be sure that its decision on this issue is based on the merits of all alternative proposals rather than founding its decision on a incorrect interpretation of D.97-05-039.  ORA does not, and indeed cannot, agree with the interpretation of D.97-05-039 offered by Enron and QST.


Not withstanding the commonality implied by PG&E in their opening brief, a significant difference exists between PG&E’s and ORA’s proposals for resolution of this issue.  Whereas PG&E proposes to send checks to its eligible customers, ORA proposes to provide the pertinent payment to eligible customers through credits on customers’ bills.  ORA’s proposal recognizes both the flexibility provided to ESPs regarding billing options and the limitations placed on PG&E’s billing mechanisms by Rule 22’s provision as adopted by D.97-10-087.  (See ORA opening brief, p. 11 - 12)


�
CONCLUSION


For the reasons summarized in this concurrent opening brief, ORA asks the Commission to implement its recommendations set forth in Exhibits 12 and 24, and summarized in ORA’s opening brief.
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�  PG&E’s opening brief (p. 4) also opposes ORA clarification that the “meter reading” credit category should be referred to as “meter reading and meter data management”.  ORA’s recommended name for this category reflects the usage adopted by the Commission in D.97-10-087, in section H(1)(a) of Rule 22, but PG&E’s proposal does not.  (Actually, a literal use of the definitions in section H(1)(a) of Rule 22 would lead to naming this credit “Meter Data Management Agent(MDMA) Services”, but ORA inclusion of the term “meter reading” in addition to “meter data management” reflects the proportions of avoided costs that would initially make up this credit.)
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