CEC STAFF COMMENTS


JUNE 4 DRAFT IMPLEMENTATION REPORT








I. GENERAL COMMENTS�PRIVATE ��





There are several general comments which the CEC Staff urges be used to revise the June 4 draft report outline into the June 20 draft report itself.





1. Single Plan Shared by All Three Utilities





We believe that a single plan should be developed in which the three IOUs share all major policy elements, and as many details as possible.  Market participants should not have to adjust to arbitrary differences among the three utilities.  An example is Section 5.1.1 in which a variety of UDC-specific options are presented for consolidated UDC billing.





2. Explicit Recognition of a Public, Open Multi-Phase Process





It has become clear that numerous expediencies must be accommodated in order to achieve implementation for all customers on 1/1/98.  As a general rule, the CEC Staff understands the reasons for such shortcomings, and believes little choice is available.  However, we believe that the compromises made are substantial shortcomings, and should not be perpetuated in a long term plan for direct access.





We urge that the draft report explicitly acknowledge a multi-phase process for implementation, and describe the process to be followed for the introduction of new/revised features.  It is essential that parties understand that for a given element of direct access, that the method used for 1/1/98 is planned to be replaced with another one.  parties need to know how much time and effort to invest in particular implementation activities.  If something is to be replaced shortly, then they will rightly invest less and complain less than if such changes are introduced with little advance notice.  We believe that load profiling represents such an instance.  The late process for addressing load profiles likely results in relatively static, utility load research-based load profiles for 1/1/98; but as soon as possible thereafter, perhaps 7/1/98 or 1/1/99 improved load profiles should be introduced.





Intrinsic to this proposal is that development of detailed implementation protocols take place in a open manner, and not take place on a single UDC--single ESP basis.  UDCs have too much “market power” to coerce ESPs into abandoning suggestions and innovations that may be helpful and useful beyond the rush for procedures for 1/1/98.  While the UDC view that such changes cannot be implemented for 1/1/98 may be true, it is not necessarily true that they could not be implemented at a later date





3. Explicit Recognition of Phase Introduction of Non-UDC Metering





The report needs to acknowledge D.97-05-039 which allows private metering agents for customers 20 kW and larger as soon as metering and data communication standards have been selected.  This is expected to permit such metering by 1/1/98.  For smaller customers, however, such metering services are restricted to the UDC until 1/1/99.  Further, the report needs to address the consequences for UDCs of this bifurcation of the metering services function.  Several issues need to be addressed explicitly.  These include:  (1) how the UDC will respond to ESP/customer requests for interval meters for small customers, (2) installation of comparable metering equipment and metering data management services for UDC customers exercising the forthcoming hourly PX rate tariff or who are metered as part of UDC dynamic load profiling samples, and (3) the cost allocation (fee for service vs. recovery in rates) between such services to non-UDC market participants versus regulated services provided through tariff-based terms and conditions.  In essence, the report needs to provide explicit guidance to market participants and request CPUC authorization for various metering services that the UDC will provide during 1998 that go beyond the traditional scope of these services, but which are opened to “competition”  on 1/1/99.





4. Greater Symmetry Between UDC and ESP Requirements and Opportunities





A general principle ought to be that UDCs and ESPs have comparable requirements and opportunities.  Clearly there are some requirements for which the monopoly status of the UDC creates an asymmetry by explicit CPUC policy decisions, such as being required to provide default generation service to any customer.  The June 4 draft report contains too many instances in which there are asymmetrical requirements on ESPs, compared to UDCs.  The June 20 draft report should create greater symmetry than was contained in the June 4 draft.





5. Focus on the Development of UDC-ESP Service Agreements





The body of the report outlines the central role of service agreements between UDCs and ESPs to regulate various matters of mutual interest.  The report could benefit from greater clarification of  the variety of service agreements that may be expected depending upon the degree of revenue cycle services that the ESP chooses to undertake versus leave for the UDC to provide.  The report must clarify the process that will be followed to develop these service agreements.  At the June 9 workshop, UDC representatives talked far too loosely about filing these agreements as “pro forma tariffs” but with “holes” needing to be filled in or elaborated.  Technical work underway in MADAWG  to develop protocols for meter data management functions could be expressed in these agreements, but they have not been produced nor can they reasonably be expected to surface in final form on July 1.  Therefore, the report needs to propose a process that will be followed so that something reasonably acceptable to the parties can be provided to the CPUC for its authorization or fine tuning.





6. Need for an Ongoing Forum to Resolve Implementation Details





It is clear that there are uncounted details for the implementation of direct access.  This is a process that will take years to complete.  Not all issues can be thought of in advance or properly resolved without operating experience.  An ongoing forum for resolving implementation details and disputes is needed, especially one in which the CPUC is not repeatedly called upon for each and every little detail.  The report should provide a proposal for such a process.  The proposal should attempt to provide guidance for classifying among matters that require explicit CPUC policy adjudication, matters that might be resolved through advice letter filings, and other matters that can be negotiated by a stakeholder forum.





II. SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE TEXT OF THE REPORT





Specific comments keyed to the sections of the June 4 draft report are described below.





Section 3.1.2





The PG&E specific requirement is unclear.  Greater clarity must be provided for multiple meters per account, multiple accounts per premise, multiple accounts per service address, etc.  If this clarity is not possible, then a general principle should be enunciated that can be used to guide adjudication of specific situations.  If such adjudication is required, what is the nature of the appeal, and what would be the rights of the applicant if the appeal was resolved in favor of the applicant (e.g. priority sequence in the queue).





Section 3.2





It is unclear that the MDCR process should be distinct from, and precede, the DASR.  Numerous elements of the DASR process would seem to influence the MCDR decision.





For example, the DASR determines whether an applicant "goes to the front of the line" based on the renewable energy provisions of AB 1890.  It would be wasteful of time and energy for the applicant and the utility to undertake the MDCR to evaluate and install new metering if the DASR process ruled that a specific applicant was not eligible for this priority.





A better arrangement would be to have the MDCR be a subprocess within the DASR.  Thus, DASR should contain the following steps:





	a.	evaluation of DASR for completeness


	b.	review of eligibility for specific treatment, e.g. renewables priority, special conventions for 20-50 kW customers, requests for special load profiles, etc.


	c.	other elements of DASR proposed by utilities in Section 3.2.4.





Section 3.2.1





The description of UDC-ESP relationships should clarify that various service agreements depend upon the scope of services that the ESP plans to offer.  At one extreme, the ESP would permit the UDC to continue metering and to perform consolidated billing.  At the other, the ESP would undertake both of these activities.  While both relationships require a service agreement, the second case would require a much more extensive one.





In addition, CPUC D.97-05-039 requires that the CPUC approve an agreement covering ESP metering or ESP consolidated billing.  Such CPUC approvals require time, and special agreements outside of standardized norms may require extra time for approval.  A few standardized agreements spanning the likely variations in needs of different types of ESPs should be sufficient.





Section 3.2.4





It is inappropriate for UDCs to require more stringent and burdensome IVA arrangements than the CPUC has authorized in the telephone industry.





The CEC is the entity authorized by AB 1890 to certify that ESPs qualify for renewables status.  The CEC has proposed means by which its AB 1890 responsibilities should be carried out in a March 1997 report to the California Legislature.  These mechanisms should be described or referenced in the June 20 draft report.





Section 3.3.2





The listing of metering-related functions in the final bullet should be described as illustrative.  Other breakdowns and groupings should be permitted.





Section 3.3.4





The CEC is the appropriate jurisdictional entity to certify that an ESP is a qualifying renewables provider.





DASRs in which the ESP is a certified renewable provider allow the customer to move toward the front of the queue, but within all such applicants, time of application will continue to distinguish one such customer from another.





Section 3.4





Greater detail should be provided for customers being returned to UDC generation service involuntarily.  Some failures of scheduling coordinators or ESPs may be resolvable by market participants other than the UDC.  For example the Scheduling Coordinator User Group has discussed whether "backup" scheduling coordinators might be named to which a customer's account might be transferred automatically upon failure of the SC, rather than having the customer and its load return to bundled UDC service.





Section 4.2





The description of the release of historic customer usage information is inadequate in at least two respects.





First, there are no timeframes establishing how quickly written customer requests will be processed and data released to the ESP.





Second, D.97-05-040 (p. 74) requires that customers be provided an opportunity to provide authorization for all ESPs seeking historic customer usage data, not merely one or more specific ESPs known to the customer.  Implementation of this provision appears to require a “mass notification” process as a billing insert, with a checkoff box for such an authorization.  Once the subset of consumers authorizing such releases is known, then the ESPs would approach the UDCs to obtain this database.  The first contact between the customer and the ESP would be from the ESP having already ascertained that the customer’s usage fit into the marketing niche being pursued by the ESP.  It would appear that UDCs need to conduct this process two per year to be assured that new customers can be contacted or that customers may revise their decisions about whether to participate in this data release.  The June 20 report should either address this issue in its totality, or clearly designate that it is being explored in the workshop process on Access to Customer Information.





Section 5.1.1





There is no necessity for an ESP to read a customer's meter on the standard meter read date for a manual meter reading route.  Particularly for meters with electronic telemetry that permits daily of even more frequent uploading of usage data, the UDC needs to ensure that the data is collected and that revenues from billing are obtained and remitted to all parties.





The requirement that ESP charges be received within one day after the meter was read is totally unsupported by collaborative stakeholder discussions held on these subjects.  The MADAWG process is documenting that UDCs take longer than this right now.  Current validation, editing, and estimating discussions within MADAWG have not been completed, but seem likely to endorse a 5-7 day time lag for processing.  A comparable window should be required of UDCs for their computation of billing elements for a consolidated ESP billing in Section 5.1.2.





Any "rate-ready services" provided by a UDC must include provisions to ensure that the rates or rate formulas used by the ESP are kept in confidence within the billing unit of the UDC.  Such information should not be divulged to any other units within the UDC or with any UDC affiliates.  Contracts between UDCs and ESPs should provide penalties for breach of confidence by the UDC or its employees.





A standardized set of proposals should be offered among the three utilities, not utility specific requirements.





Section 5.1.2





The ESP must be free to read the customer's meter on a schedule dictated by the ESP.  There is no reason under ESP consolidated billing for the customer to be "linked" to remaining generation service customers of the UDC.





UDCs should create a process to certify ESPs to compute UDC charges based on tariff provisions and customer-specific billing determinants.  Some entities perform this function already as part of their business arrangements with customers.  Certified ESPs should not be required to conform their ESP billing practices with UDC data collection and processing requirements.





UDCs should be required to provide billing components within a specific time limit of receipt of meter reading data from the metering data management agent of the ESP.  The time limit allowed for UDCs should be the same time limit allowed for ESPs in section 5.1.1.





Section 5.3.2





To the extent that ESP billing postage costs are increased by UDC-specific inserts, then the UDC should be required to pay incremental postage costs.  This is a matter of symmetry between UDC and ESP requirements.





Section 6.1.1





The report should clarify the extent to which the ESP is at risk for delayed or incomplete payments under consolidated billing by the UDC.  A clear statement of UDC practices with respect to partial or non-payments by end-use customers is needed to be sure that risks are explicit, not implicit.





The ratemaking consequences of UDC purchase of ESP receivables in a consolidated UDC bill need much greater elaboration that described in the June 4 draft report.  Such purchases would have to be clearly authorized by prior CPUC decisions, and any risk to ratepayers scrutinized by the CPUC in advance.  Further, even if shareholders bear the risks and rewards of this practice, it may have implications for market power that justify constraining its usage.





Section 6.4.2





The discussion of the UDC disconnect arrangements with ESPs under consolidated ESP bills needs major elaboration.  Oral discussion at the June 9 workshop on UDC  services to ESPs must be placed in the legal and regulatory context that exists for customer disconnection.  The report should propose whether such services are regulated and contained within authorized rates, or whether they are offered on a value-added fee-for-service basis with an expectation of shareholder profits.





Section 7





This entire section needs to be reorganized to provide better coverage of metering, metering data communications, and metering data management as separable and distinct topics.  The current organization tends to overfocus on metering to the exclusion or neglect of these other topics.





For example, meter installation (7.2), meter testing (7.4), meter maintenance (7.6), and meter record keeping (7.8) are all subsidiary topics of the more general topic of metering service agreements.  The development of metering service agreements as the vehicle to implement various specific requirements for installation, testing, and maintenance is at least as important as the issues themselves.  The general nature of such a metering agreement needs to be described in this report or clearly designated for the Workshop on Metering and Data Communication Standards.





Similarly, metering data management is an important topic that includes, but goes beyond, the scope of system requirements (7.7). The next draft of the report needs to encompass the scope of MADAWG discussions about meter data management activities, and the implementation of MDMA service agreements to ensure that data is available and communicated among parties.  The details of such new processes, can be fleshed out elsewhere (such as the Retail Settlements and Information Flow workshop report), but the June 20 draft of this report needs to provide a proper framework for understanding these issues.





Section 7.2





The topic of new stranded costs resulting from removal of a meter that remains in ratebase needs better explanation.  It is not clear that replacement due to new requirements interacts with traditional “used and useful” requirements for cost recovery.  Perhaps it would be best for the report to omit discussion of customer specific fees, and address investment recovery through more aggregate cost recovery mechanisms.





Section 7.5/7.6





If the UDC functions are to be described, they should also address new requirements such as virtual direct access customers and their hourly meter reading issues.





Section 7.8





Why does the UDC require these specific information about each customer’s meters?  There may be a benefit to centralization of these information, but the UDC is not necessarily the only, or the best option.





Section 9.1





This section should be more complete about the role that ESPs and UDCs each have to involve the other in resolving customer complaints and concerns.  Referring the customer back to each other is not necessarily the only or best option.  Knowledgeable customer representatives or service complaint experts should be able to talk with each other.





Section 9.3





If this section is to provide useful guidance, it should be more detailed and complete.  Add to the next version: (1) UDCs will operate in a neutral manner and not show favoritism between ESPs; (2) UDCs will avoid any efforts to market one customer solution over another, including customer retention rates, economic development rates, and other incentive rates that may still exist as a result of the AB 1890 rate freeze.





Section 10





This section needs to be revised to show the relationship between the basic UDC-ESP service agreement when the utility conducts all revenue cycle services, and more complex service agreements (or sections) when the ESP is undertaking metering, meter data management, billing, etc.  Incremental ESP responsibilities as greater scope of services are undertaken by the ESP should be clear.





Section 11.1





Much greater specificity is needed to address various master metering situations, such as tenants in high rise buildings or shopping malls.  There may be advantages to customers to break out of master meter or create new master meter arrangements that did not make sense in the former organization of the industry that do make sense now.  The general provisions of AB 1890 “rate freeze” should not be taken as a binding constraint to preclude new, voluntary arrangements that are to the advantage of customers.





Section 12.2





The report needs to make a definitive statement about the implementation of direct access should FERC defer approval of the ISO/PX after 1/1/98.





Section 12.3





Some of these “critical” elements were submitted to the CPUC in December 6, 1996 rate applications that were later consolidated into a single rate unbundling proceeding, and for which the CPUC preliminary decision is still outstanding.





The discussion of phase-in would be better described by the term “customer handling.”





Section 12.3.4





The direction of D.97-05-039 is to defer unbundling of metering of small customers to 1/1/99.  Therefore, the repercussions of late CPUC decisions on standards affects only customers larger than 20 kW.
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