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Edward Randolph, Director
Energy Division
California Public Utilities Commission
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 4004
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Southern California Edison Company Advice 3351-E: Revisions to the
Interim Billing Services Charges Applicable to Net Energy Metering
Aggregation Customers and Withdrawal of the Net Energy Metering
Aeereeation Billine Services Memorandum Account

Dear Mr. Randolph:

By way of this letter, the Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA)I and the California
Solar Energy Industries Association (CALSEIA) protest the above referenced advice filing of
Southern California Edison Company (SCE) seeking an increase in the billing services charges
that will be applicable to Net Energy Metering Aggregation (lt{EMA) customers on a going-
forward basis. Specifically, while SCE proposes to keep the one-time set-up fee at $25laccount
(capped at $500 per arangement), it also proposes to increase the monthly billing fee by 200
percent, from $5/accounlmonth to $15/account/month. As detailed below, SEIA and CALSEIA
protest the significant increase in the monthly billing fee because (1) SCE has not shown the
costs underlying the proposed increase are just and reasonable, and (2) contrary to Resolution E-
4665, SCE has not considered spreading the fee increase out over time.

SÇE has not PTgye4 tþ?t its P{oposqd Billine Feq i,q Jqsf an$ Reason4ble

SCE's proposed monthly billing fee is driven by unnecessary, self-imposed manual labor
costs. NEMA customers should not bear the burden of SCE's determination not to automate the
billing system for its NEMA program.

In granting SCE the authority to track the costs for NEMA billing via a memorandum
account, the Commission noted that such costs should include oothe costs of automating the
NEMA billing system if such automation is more cost effective for NEMA customers than

The comments contained in this letter represent the position of the Solar Energy Industries
Association as an organization, but not necessarily the views of any particular member with
respect to any issue.
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manual billing."2 Rather than make such determination, SCE states that it chose to manually bill
the NEMA program because: "(1) system automation can take 12-18 months for this type of
implementation since the NEM-A cumulative billing methodology doesn't exist in SCE's billing
system, which would have significantly delayed SCE being able to bill customers on the NEM-A
program; and (2) SCE did not have an accurate way to gauge the interest in NEM-A at the time
of program implementation to determine if participation warranted the costs associated with
automating the cumulative billing methodology in its system."3 The first rationale is nonsensical
and the second is simply incorrect.

SCE would not have had to forestall billing NEMA customers while it automated its
billing system. Manual billing could have proceeded until the system was automated.
Moreover, SCE did have information regarding interest in the NEMA program at the time of its
implementation. For example, CALSEIA noted in its comments on the draft resolution
approving SCE initial billing fees:

One of the key drivers of the fee structure is the manual billing process that
may be necessary at first and the decision by each utility whether to automate
the billing process. There appears to be a belief by the utilities that the program
will not be large enough to warrant investing in long-term efficiencies.

l/'e øre writing to express thøt there ìs a great deøl of interest in multíple meter
agsregution ømong solør providers ønd we expect participøtion to be robust.
'We encourage actions by the Commission and utilities that will minimize the
long---term costs of implementing and using the tariff.a

Similarly, the California Farm Bureau Federation made repeated statements regarding the
interests of the agricultural industry in NEMA given that it delivers a pragmatic solution to
otherwise insurmountable limitations to utilizing renewable energy on-site.)

SCE did have a "way to gauge interest in NEMA." SCE proceeded with manual billing,
absent any analysis of whether it would be more cost-effective to automate. Given this gross
deficiency, SCE has not justified its proposed exorbitant increase in its billing services charge.

Resolution E-4665, Ordering Paragraph 6.

Advice 3351-E, p. 3

Comments of the California Solar Energy Industries Association on Draft Resolution E-4665
(J une 23, 20 1 4) (emphasis added).

Response of California Farm Bureau Federation to Supplemental Advice Letters SCE AL2952-
E-4, (January 21,2014); Comments of California Farm Bureau Federation on Draft Resolution
E-4665 (June23,2014).
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SCE has not Evaluated a Stased ncreâse of its Rillinrr Service Í'ee

Despite the Commission's explicit instructions that " if the costs are significantly higher
than the fee structure recovers," SCE "should consider spreading cost recovery ofany fees over a
reasonable period of time to ensure that customers do not face an up-front cost hurdle that could
act as a barrier to participation in NEMA,"6 the advice filing contains no discussion of
implementing the proposed fee increase in stages. An increase of 200 percent in monthly billing
fees could create a signif,rcant constraint on participation in the NEMA program.

In its recent decision continuing the net energy metering program, the Commission noted
that "It is important to maintain continuity for NEMA, to allow additional customers, especially
but not exclusively agricultural customers, to take advantage of NEMA to install renewable DG
for their facilities."T The proposed increase in monthly billing fees for participants in NEMA
will act as a deterrent to agricultural and other customers ability to take advantage of NEMA,
contrary to the Commission's intent.

For the above stated reasons, SEIA and CALSEIA requests that the Commission reject
SCE's proposed monthly billing fee for NEMA accounts.

GOODIN, MACBRIDE,s
SQUERI & DAY, LLP

By
Jeanne B. Armstrong

Counsel for the Solar Energy
Industries Association

cc: CPUC Energy Division, Tariff Unit, EDTarifflJnit@cpuo.ga.gov
Russell G. Worden, com
Michael R. Hoover, Karyn.Gansecki@sce.com
Service List, R. 12-1 1 -005

Resolution E-4665, Ordering P ar agraph 7 .

Decision 16-01 -044, p. 99.

In accordance with Rule 1.8(d), SEIA's representative is authorized to sign this protest on behalf
of CALSEIA.
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