



Request No. 1: Of the project team members identified in “Response to Data Request 005_____, which members of these teams are registered Professional Engineers or hold an Engineering degree from an accredited institution?  

Please state the Full Name, type of degree, Type of Engineering Degree, Degree-Granting Institution, and year of each listed member of the project-team who meets the above criteria. 
“a number of new and existing operational systems”.  Please list the operational systems referred to here, stating for each system whether it is new or existing.  For new systems, also state whether the system is useful only in connection with an AMI system, or would have value independent of an AMI system.

Request No. 5:  On line 3 of page 2-4, PG&E references “ significant savings” achieved through the competitive nature of the vendor selection process.  Please quantify the savings, and how they were identified.  What would the extra cost have been had a competitive process not been used?

Request No. 6:  For each of the three packages of work listed on pages 2-5 and 2-6 (Expansion of Existing IT Infrastructure, Software Installation and Customization, and Data Integration Through EAI), identify the cost for the package, along with a breakdown of the cost of each package by type of equipment, software, or labor cost.

Request No. 7:  On page 2-6 line 9, PG&E mentions that PG&E is proposing “at least” two AMI systems.  What would be the maximum number of AMI systems that PG&E might propose?  What is the benefit of having several AMI systems serving “differing needs”, rather than one system that can serve all needs?

Request No. 8:  Please confirm that PG&E proposes that the costs of the 5,000 customer meter reading validation exercise (per page 2-7 line 23) be covered by the pre-deployment funding.

Request No. 9:  Referring to Table 2-2 on page 2-8, how would the costs therein change as the definition of Year 0 were set at 2005, 2006, or 2007?

Request No. 10:  For each of the bullet points on page 2-8, break down the cost shown by equipment type, software type, or labor cost.  Identify each item and state its cost.

Request No. 11:  On page 2-9 line 15, PG&E references negotiations that “are not complete”.  When does PG&E plan/anticipate that negotiations will be complete?  What are the range of outcomes PG&E anticipates?  What are PG&E’s best case and worst case outcomes?

Request No. 12:  On page 2-9 line 29, PG&E references “a well established European engineering firm”.  Please name the firm.

Request No. 13:  On page 2-10 line 1, PG&E redacts the name of a “utility that had already installed an AMI interface system”.  Why does PG&E consider the name of this utility confidential.

Request No. 14:  On page 2-10 lines 13 and 14, PG&E references 43 responses to PG&E’s RFI on AMI systems.  Please provide those responses.

Request No. 15:  On page 2-10 lines 21 and 22, PG&E references 10 responses to PG&E’s RFP on AMI systems.  Please provide those responses.

Request No. 16:  On page 2-10 line 22 and 23, PG&E references evaluation of the responses to the RFP.  Please list the criteria used to evaluate the responses.

Request No. 17:  Referring to page 2-11 line 27, please confirm that the equipment used for development and testing in the opening phases of AMI deployment will be more or less the same equipment used after AMI deployment for disaster recovery.

Request No. 18:  On page 2-12 line 13, PG&E references storage of “energy consumption data”.  How many months of energy data does PG&E intend to store?  How many months of energy consumption data does PG&E currently store online?  Why does PG&E intend to keep 7 years of tape storage archived, instead of another period of time?  How many years of tape storage does PG&E currently keep archived?

Request No. 19:  On page 2-13 line 31, PG&E notes that the “technology used within this system is more proven than the alternatives available to PG&E”.  In what way is the chosen technology more proven?  What alternative technologies were available to PG&E?  Is there a technology that is unavailable to PG&E but is even more proven than the selected technology?

Request No. 20:  On page 2-14 line 6 through 15, PG&E references software licenses, specifically line 11 stating “the length of time for which these licenses will be required”.  How long will the licenses be needed?  What kind of licenses are they?  Is PG&E licensing or purchasing the software?  Won’t the licenses be needed as long as PG&E has the AMI system?

Request No. 21:  Why is Appendix A of Exhibit 2 not confidential?

Request No. 22:  On page 2-16 line 23, PG&E references “uncertainty in estimating the cost of labor”.  What are high and low estimates of the labor costs of constructing the AMI Interface System?

Request No. 1:  Please confirm that the source data for the data in Table 2-1 on page 2-3 of Exhibit 2 is found in the E2 Workpapers.  If the E2 Workpapers are not the source for Table 2-1, please identify and provide in Excel format the source data for Table 2-1.  Please provide, in Excel format, the spreadsheet used to produce Table 2-1.  Please ensure that the formulas in the cells in Table 2-1 refer back to the source spreadsheet (whether the E2 Workpapers, or some other file).

Request No. 2:  Please provide a version of Table 2-1 that separately identifies the $21.2 Million in revenues that PG&E sought recovery for in it’s AMI Pre-Deployment filing (Exhibit 2 Chapter 2 page 2-3 lines 5-9).

Request No. 3:  Please answer for Table 2-2 the same requests as made for Table 2-1 in Request No. 1.

Request No. 4:  On page 2-3 line 17-18, PG&E references “a number of new and existing operational systems”.  Please list the operational systems referred to here, stating for each system whether it is new or existing.  For new systems, also state whether the system is useful only in connection with an AMI system, or would have value independent of an AMI system.

Request No. 5:  On line 3 of page 2-4, PG&E references “ significant savings” achieved through the competitive nature of the vendor selection process.  Please quantify the savings, and how they were identified.  What would the extra cost have been had a competitive process not been used?

Request No. 6:  For each of the three packages of work listed on pages 2-5 and 2-6 (Expansion of Existing IT Infrastructure, Software Installation and Customization, and Data Integration Through EAI), identify the cost for the package, along with a breakdown of the cost of each package by type of equipment, software, or labor cost.

Request No. 7:  On page 2-6 line 9, PG&E mentions that PG&E is proposing “at least” two AMI systems.  What would be the maximum number of AMI systems that PG&E might propose?  What is the benefit of having several AMI systems serving “differing needs”, rather than one system that can serve all needs?

Request No. 8:  Please confirm that PG&E proposes that the costs of the 5,000 customer meter reading validation exercise (per page 2-7 line 23) be covered by the pre-deployment funding.

Request No. 9:  Referring to Table 2-2 on page 2-8, how would the costs therein change as the definition of Year 0 were set at 2005, 2006, or 2007?

Request No. 10:  For each of the bullet points on page 2-8, break down the cost shown by equipment type, software type, or labor cost.  Identify each item and state its cost.

Request No. 11:  On page 2-9 line 15, PG&E references negotiations that “are not complete”.  When does PG&E plan/anticipate that negotiations will be complete?  What are the range of outcomes PG&E anticipates?  What are PG&E’s best case and worst case outcomes?

Request No. 12:  On page 2-9 line 29, PG&E references “a well established European engineering firm”.  Please name the firm.

Request No. 13:  On page 2-10 line 1, PG&E redacts the name of a “utility that had already installed an AMI interface system”.  Why does PG&E consider the name of this utility confidential.

Request No. 14:  On page 2-10 lines 13 and 14, PG&E references 43 responses to PG&E’s RFI on AMI systems.  Please provide those responses.

Request No. 15:  On page 2-10 lines 21 and 22, PG&E references 10 responses to PG&E’s RFP on AMI systems.  Please provide those responses.

Request No. 16:  On page 2-10 line 22 and 23, PG&E references evaluation of the responses to the RFP.  Please list the criteria used to evaluate the responses.

Request No. 17:  Referring to page 2-11 line 27, please confirm that the equipment used for development and testing in the opening phases of AMI deployment will be more or less the same equipment used after AMI deployment for disaster recovery.

Request No. 18:  On page 2-12 line 13, PG&E references storage of “energy consumption data”.  How many months of energy data does PG&E intend to store?  How many months of energy consumption data does PG&E currently store online?  Why does PG&E intend to keep 7 years of tape storage archived, instead of another period of time?  How many years of tape storage does PG&E currently keep archived?

Request No. 19:  On page 2-13 line 31, PG&E notes that the “technology used within this system is more proven than the alternatives available to PG&E”.  In what way is the chosen technology more proven?  What alternative technologies were available to PG&E?  Is there a technology that is unavailable to PG&E but is even more proven than the selected technology?

Request No. 20:  On page 2-14 line 6 through 15, PG&E references software licenses, specifically line 11 stating “the length of time for which these licenses will be required”.  How long will the licenses be needed?  What kind of licenses are they?  Is PG&E licensing or purchasing the software?  Won’t the licenses be needed as long as PG&E has the AMI system?

Request No. 21:  Why is Appendix A of Exhibit 2 not confidential?

Request No. 22:  On page 2-16 line 23, PG&E references “uncertainty in estimating the cost of labor”.  What are high and low estimates of the labor costs of constructing the AMI Interface System?

Request No. 1: Please state the date when CC&B v 1.3 went “live” in a production environment at PG&E.

Request No. 2: Please state how much money has been spent by PG&E (in current dollars) in the past years implementing and maintaining new billing and information systems since E-CIS.  Specifically, how much has been spent on TP, Genesis, Cordaptix/CC&B implementations, licenses, maintenance, and any other billing-system upgrades and information and upgrading information systems as they relate directly to billing and meter data management?  Advanced Billing Systems (AREV) or systems used exclusively for the 8000 large industrial accounts do not have to be included in this estimate.

Request No. 3: Please provide a list of all standard additional features and improvements as provided in SPL’s CC&B literature including product sheets, white papers, marketing materials, and any other materials regarding any upgrades to SPL’s Cordaptix/CC&B products.

Request No. 4: Within the context of PG&E’s Maintenance Agreement with SPL or any other parties involved with CC&B CIS license or maintenance agreements, are there any contractual obligations, or understood agreements to upgrade the version in production at PG&E?

Request No. 5: Regarding the CC&B License, have costs to upgrade CC&B been included in the ___ GRC?

Request No. 6: Please provide a sample proposed tariff sheet or detailed rate description utilizing PG&E’s AMI meters.

Request No. 7: On page 3-10 line 9-10, PG&E states “The scale and architecture of PG&E’s billing system, even as it stands, is unique.”  Please specifically cite the basis for this assertion.
Request No. 8: According to page 3-3 lines 20-21, “PG&E estimates that approximately $28.6 million of the implementation costs will relate to internal costs in the form of labor supplied by PG&E to further the upgrade, re-configuration, and re-platforming efforts.”  Please state how many employees will be covered in this 28.6 million, for how long, and how many total man-hours are accounted-for in these efforts.  Does this figure apply exclusively to PG&E labor expenses?

Request No. 9: According to page 3-5 lines 33-25, “The purposes of the billing system in PG&E’s AMI-enabled environment are: . . . (ii) to frame this data in accordance with the new dynamic pricing structures.”   How are these requirements differentiated from the RFP requirements under Schedule 2 AMI Interface System – Specific Requirements, (Page 3, Schedule 2, 1.1(b)) which states:

The AMI Interface System must acquire data from the AMI System and . . . frame the data into billing determinants to support PG&E’s business needs.  The data framing requirements include processing meter readings into monthly, demand, TOU, and CPP billing determinants.

Please explain why the AMI System RFP and the CC&B Billing system state the same purpose and functionality.

Request No. 10: In page 3-7, PG&E requests a re-platforming of CC&B to a Unix environment to provide “PG&E with a platform capable of . . . (ii) reacting with flexibility to met the new data requirements of interfacing systems in addition to as yet unforeseen processing requirements (eg., enabling CC&B to provide customers with web-based access to their electricity usage).  Please state any other anticipated “unforeseen processing requirements.”  Also, please state why PG&E could consider “web-based access to their utility usage” to be a possible requirement within CC&B when 1) only billing determinants, not actual interval data is being passed into CC&B), and 2) when Page 12, line 1 of the Schedule 2 WACS Response already includes the functionality PG&E lists as a possible requirement and justification for the re-platforming of CC&B.  “Energy Insight: Displays usage data in a pure HTML web interface; intended for use by end-customers as well as Customer Service Representatives.”`

Request No. 11: In table 3-1 on page 3-4 table-lines 8 and 9, PG&E lists software capital expenses of $3.9 million and software expenses of $4.0 million.  Please provide copies of contracts to account for this $7.9 in software capital and expense.  If this is not available now, please provide a detailed break-down of the anticipated expenses, including software license fees and specs of the required hardware, and provide the contracts as they become available.

Request No. 12: In page 3-9 lines 5-10, PG&E states: 

As highlighted in Table 3-2, PG&E anticipates the following elements of cost:  

· Approximately $13.9 million . . . 

· Approximately $18.5 million . . .

· Approximately $35.7 million . . .

Please provide a version of table 3-2 which includes dollar-amounts that match the above-cited cost elements.

Request No. 13: On page 3-10 lines 24-25, PG&E states that “Upon completion of the scoping exercise, PG&E had a listing of each of the functional changes that would need to be made to CC&B for it to meet the AMI requirements.”  Please provide an electronic copy of the afore-mentioned list.

Request No. 14: Page 3-12 makes frequent references to the “SPL maintenance agreement.”  Please provide copies of any maintenance agreements active in the past five years, as well as any future maintenance agreements currently in negotiations.

Request No. 15: On page 3-12, PG&E states that it plans to incur approximately $14.0 million in labor costs-alone in installing CC&B.  The CC&B literature as currently posted the SPL World Group website states that does it say that it’s easy to upgrade?  I think it just said scalable.  Look this one up.
Request No. 16: According to page 3-12 lines 2, “The estimated cost of approximately $14.0 million incurred in installing version 1.5 of CC&B is comprised of labor costs.”    Please state the number of employees to be covered in this expense, and for how many months.    In addition, how many total man-hours are accounted-for in these efforts?  In addition, is the installation task described here to be applied as a server-only install, or will version 1.5 need to be installed on each workstation running CC&B?  In either case, how many computers will require a physical install?  Please provide a break-down of the tasks and hours required to install CC&B as described in section 1 covered in pages 3-12 to 3-13.

Request No. 17: Please describe in detail what labor costs will be included in the bulk of the 18.3 million required to update the current CC&B billing configurations, apply the new rate structures, and modify existing interfaces.  Please state how many employees will be covered in this expense, and for how long.  In addition, how many total man-hours are accounted-for in these efforts?  

Request No. 18: Please provide a breakdown of the hardware, specifications, and costs used to estimate hardware costs of $17.3 million as cited on 3-14 line 2.  If this differs from “the IBM-proposed server hardware configurations,” (pg. 3-14, line 27) please state why these differences were used.

Request No. 19: Please state the justification for “migrating PG&E’s billing databases from the DB2 software produced by IBM to Oracle software.”  (pg. 3-14, lines 33-34)  In addition, please state why DB2 was initially chosen over Oracle at the inception of the CC&B project.  (search for DB2 before submitting this DR)

Request No. 20: On page 3-15 line 22-23, PG&E cites “new annual license fees for the use of Oracle and Unix software and annual maintenance fees for the new hardware and software installed.”  Please provide all available copies of these license agreements.  If the agreements have not been signed, please provide the copies of the and/or latest correspondence which includes details of projected pricing.

Request No. 21: Please provide a copy of all maintenance agreements with all vendors and consultants as they relate to the ABS system referenced on Page 3-15, line 27 .  In addition, please provide answers to the following questions:

a. What percentage of accounts in ABS are currently “Batch” billed, and how many rely “heavily on manual processes?” (lines 30-31)

b. Following the migration to CC&B 1.5, how many accounts are projected to be billed by CC&B and NOT within ABS or AREV?  Conversely, how many will remain in ABS?  Of these that remain, how many will be “batch” billed, and how many will be manually billed?

c. What is the average expected “cost-per-bill” to produce a bill (per month) in ABS?

d. How many external consultants are currently employed in maintaining ABS?  How many employees are currently billing ABS accounts?  Following the migration, how many consultants will be maintaining ABS accounts, and how many employees will be billing ABS accounts?  

e. Please provide a copy of the ABS AREV software license.  Does the license fee vary according to the number of customers/accounts/ recorders or other entities?

Request No. 22: According to pages 3-16 and 3-17 lines 34 and 1, “PG&E believes that the general risk-based amount should be in the range of 30-45% of the specific costs discussed above.”  Please specifically cite the “industry benchmarks” used on pg. 3-16, line 32, and the “industry standards” cited in pg. 3-17, lines 9-10).  Was the benchmark used one that usually applies to new software, or only to incremental upgrades?

Request No. 23: “PG&E considers that a general risk-based allowance of 30-45 percent of total estimated costs is both appropriate and justified.  (pg. 3-17, lines 7-8)  Exactly what is the risk allocation that PG&E used in this section within the range of 30-45%?
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