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ORA wishes to reiterate certain points that were raised at the June 9 Direct Access Implementation Plan workshop, and identify needs for clarification to the draft report that was discussed at the workshop.


1.  Section 3.1.2 (page 4), selection of ESP and Service Options:  The UDC's state that only direct access customers eligible for third party metering and billing services.  We question why customers cannot still have agents for metering or billing services, if they have existing arrangements with such agents, and why they should be precluded from continuing these existing arrangements.


2.  Sections 3.2 and 3.2.1 (pp. 4-5):  The report must be explicit about what communication standards and protocols will be used, and these should be adopted EDI standards such as that developed through the X12 standards organization or the United Nations Working Party 4 Group of Experts 1 EDIFACT (Electronic Data Exchange For Administration, Commerce and Transport) board.  In this way, market participants will be able to make use of commercially available products instead of needing to develop data processing expertise that would not otherwise be needed.  In addition, the ISO and PX have established WENet as a standard physical infrastructure for electronic communication among market participants, and WENet has been well-received at Scheduling Coordinators Users Group meetings.  The UDCs should provide WENet access to their EDI systems for market participants who are using that network, so that they do not need to duplicate their own data processing systems and do not need to develop otherwise-unnecessary expertise in data communications or security.


3.  Section 3.2.2 (pp. 5-6) Electronic Data Interchange Request (EDIR):  UDC approval of such requests must be ministerial, not discretionary, and there must be a means for referral of disputes to the CPUC.  In addition, this section states that processing may take up to 90 days.  If the UDCs file their Direct Access Implementation Plans on July 1 and use 90 days to process EDIR, and customer sign-ups are to begin November 1, the UDCs have allowed new ESPs only 30 days to develop the new business systems for which the UDCs are claiming 90 days to review – this would be an inappropriate obstacle to market entry for ESPs.


4.  Section 3.2.4 (p. 7):  Do scheduling coordinators have registration numbers?  Please add more detail on this point.


5.  Section 3.2.4 (p. 7):  Why do PG&E and SDG&E differ in requirements for written contracts for direct access, i.e., PG&E above 500 kW vs. SDG&E above 20.


6.  Section 3.3.1 (p. 8):  Implementation of the 20 kW threshold is still to be decided pursuant to the load profiling workshop.


7.  Section 5.1.1 (p. 11):  Is PG&E proposing a cost for its consolidated bill for ESP's?


8.  Sections 5.2 and 5.3 (pp. 13-14), Bill Calculation Methods and Bill Format:  The UDCs must be prepared to comply with any orders of the CPUC for bill calculation methods and bill format to be implemented on 1/1/98.  In particular, the Direct Access decision (D.97-05-040) reiterated the Commission’s intent, as expressed in its Policy decision (D.95-12-063) to adopt a meaningful Virtual Direct Access rate option, and the UDCs would therefore have no excuse for not complying with this intent if their proposed CTC rate calculation methodology is not adopted.


9.  Section 5.4.2 (p. 15):  Why is there a difference in notice treatment by the UDCs?  (i.e., SDG&E will design, print, deliver, but PG&E and SCE will only design.)


10.  Section 6.1 and subsections (p. 16 et al):  Timing and cash flow issues should not be a Section 376 issue.


11.  Sections 6.3 to 6.5 (p. 18 et al):  If the ESP is responsible for the consolidated bill, why should it not be allowed to have additional credit requirements?


12.  Section 7 and subsections (pp. 19-21):  Issues that overlap with future workshops should not be preempted by the Direct Access Implementation Plan.


13.  Section 7.2 (pp. 19-20):  A certification process for meter installation should be developed through the Metering and Data Communications workshop, instead of the UDCs having authority over inspection of meter installations.  If this is not adopted by the CPUC, meters should be placed into service once they have been installed, and then inspected as the UDCs’ time permits.  Requiring meter inspections by the UDCs prior to allowing their use would leave customers without electric service, require unnecessary expense for duplicate meter installations (which the Commission has already rejected), or both.  Also, the issue of stranded cost recovery should be deferred to the revenue cycle unbundling proceeding, to be heard during 1998.


14.  Section 7.4 and following (pp. 20-21):  Why does meter testing have to be done solely by the UDC – is there no one else we can trust?  As discussed above concerning section 7.2, a certification procedure should be used instead, to allow other market participants to serve this function.


15.  Section 11.2 (p. 24):  The proposed treatment of master meter customers will be addressed in a future CPUC decision, according to D.97-05-040, and should not be prejudged here.


16.  Section 23.3.2 (p. 26):  We disagree with the assertion that more sophisticated load profiling than proposed by the UDC's will require longer lead time.


17.  Section 12.5 (p. 29-30):  It is our understanding, contrary to assertions in this section, that Independent Verification Agents are already doing business in other, similar markets, and can serve the needs of the new electric market if the UDCs do not require significant changes in their methods of operation.





