METERS AND DATA COMMUNICATIONS STANDARDS





As the holder of a multitude of American electric meter design patents, many dating back over 100 years to the dawn of the utility industry, Schlumberger is very proud to be acknowledged today as the largest manufacturer of electric, gas and water meters in the world.  We are a leader in virtually every aspect of our business, from the most humble of residential meters to the most complex of measurement devices and systems. Our global business perspective uniquely enables us to comment on California utility deregulation, relying on experience gained throughout the world as well as in other states.  Subsequent to the submission of our Proposal, we would be pleased to engage in a constructive dialogue with any interested party relative to its contents and our underlying thought processes.





Schlumberger is submitting the following proposals, formatted per the “Workshop Report Outline” Revision 3 (6/4/97) for the Metering and Data Communications Standards Workshop as directed by the California Public Utilities Commission in R.94-04-031, I.94-04-03.2.








Section I.	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 





			No comments at this time.








Section II.	BACKGROUND





			No comments at this time.








Section III.	OBJECTIVES FOR METERING AND DATA COMMUNICATIONS STANDARDS





	III.A.	PRINCIPLES											


	III.A.1.a.	Open Architecture - Open architecture should be defined as interoperability, not necessarily interchangeability.  To paraphrase the Commission itself, many different types of telephones and telephone systems are interoperable  but not interchangeable. Many are digital and many are analog, yet in the intervening transmission steps between the varying designs, transformations occur that make the communicated data mutually intelligible.  The many varied phone designs offer a multitude of different features at different purchase prices, manufacturers compete vigorously to drive down costs and consumers are satisfied. Telephone competition thankfully moved the consumer away from an era of totally identical black, rotary dial phones into an era of greater options.  This was one with fewer, less strict end device standards rather than more.  It was done with interoperability at the system level and vigorous design competition and subsequent innovation at a quite varied device level.





	III.A.1.b.	Implementation plan - The changes to the already competitive meter marketplace, resulting from the deregulation of the electricity energy market will define any implementation plans, if required, as the market evolves.


			  


	III.A.2.  	Other - As the commission approaches the issue of Metering and Data Communications Standards, three concepts should be employed:  Reality, practicality and the benefits of competition.





			Reality and practicality go hand in hand.  The reality of life is that utilities and meter manufacturers have pursued communications standards at the meter level for years without reaching consensus.  There are a number of proposals still underway, differing in content.  International Standards contradict domestic ones and vice versa.  The pleasant side of this reality is vigorous price/feature competition among meter vendors.  Indeed, the differences of terminal devices have been handled by utilities in the most logical of fashions, interoperability of reading capabilities within the utilitiesÕ own reading systems, where the cost per point of standardization can be minimized and innovation at the terminal device fostered.





			Another impact of reality is that every standard put forth to date is a UDC oriented one, aimed at consistency within huge populations of equipment, maintained by staffs of varying ability and with meters to be left in the field for thirty years.  Is this the “reality” of the deregulated future in California and elsewhere?  (Do consider elsewhere, in that a “California only” standard will serve to drive up consumer costs, which is not the goal of the deregulation effort.)  Probably not.  In a technologically more aggressive, market-driven future, metering products will experience much shorter lives.  Not shortened by premature product failure, but shortened by failure to meet rapidly intensifying price/performance criteria.  A meter will no longer be a thirty year device, performing the same repetitious function ad infinitum.  It will be a tool, used by the innovative to satisfy consumer needs not yet envisioned.  Designs will rapidly advance.  Volume will control costs.  The commission should hesitate to control a new market with old tools. Insure interoperability at the system level (where it already exists) and allow innovative UDC’s and ESP’s to foster a meter market that can make concrete the “Benefits of Competition”.





			Practicality colors all decisions, this one as well.  With the exception of the simplest of devices, no two meters offered today by different vendors are identical in operation.  Manufacturers themselves disagree on the interpretation of both proposed and existing standards.





			As mentioned before, utilities have overcome this by standardization of reading devices (the industry standard “Optical Port”) and reading software.  By so doing, they operate extremely economical metering organizations.  Is it “practical” to believe that within less than five months all this could change?  All the hardware and systems required designed, tested, built and installed in the volumes envisioned?  To a brand new “standard”?   No.  Is it “practical” to immediately outdate the ten million meters in the state?  No.





			Only Reality and Practicality can bring the Benefits of Competition on this admirably aggressive timetable.








Section IV.	ESTABLISHMENT AND USE OF STANDARDS





		The following comments are submitted in response to sections A, B, C and D of this section.





			Virtually every electric utility and meter manufacturer follows the Code for Electricity Metering, ANSI C12.1-1995 and the other ANSI C12 series of metering  standards as their basic standards for metering products, with their own variations and differences.  These differences are driven by experience, variations in state regulations and factors as diverse as climate conditions and personal whim (multi-colored nameplates).  The crux of most of these standards is the multifaceted ANSI library.  These are as good as any and worthy of Commission consideration with two noticeable exceptions.





			First, the accuracy guidelines in ANSI C12.1 are still the same as dictated for electromechanical products produced decades ago and are commercially out of date, especially for large customer loads and utility system metering.  No manufacturer meeting them as a minimum could sell meters in this country.  A strict adherence to them would “allow” greater errors, a much higher level of Unaccounted For Energy (UFE) and tremendous inequities in a deregulated environment. A new high-accuracy standard has been developed by the ANSI metering standards committee to cover these needs.  This standard, ANSI C12.20 “American National Standard for Electricity Meters, 0.2 and 0.5 Accuracy Classes” is expected to be approved and published in the near future. (In a regulated environment it could be argued that the bell-shaped curve of accuracy in a huge meter population was fair to a utility in insuring its return.  It is not equitable and such inequities are only more important in a deregulated environment where overall populations might be as small as several hundred meters.  Accuracy is more important now than ever…)





			The second exception is that a complete meter level communications standard is not publicly available under the ANSI C12 umbrella.   Recent design flaws in ANSI C12.18 have been uncovered, corrected and submitted for balloting, but these changes are not expected before year end.  The “Tables” standard, contained in ANSI C12.19, is held up because of problems with the IEEE balloting process and the fact that this standard is a joint publication of ANSI and IEEE.  Until these difficulties are resolved, the ANSI approved version of “Tables” is not publicly available.  Adoption of these standards would lead to potential anti-trust issues because of “standards” not being equally available to all market participants.  Thus, the reason why no one builds fully compatible products under it to date.  (Why would they?  It is not a Standard.)  Furthermore, Schlumberger believes that this standard is fundamentally flawed and therefore unlikely to provide substantive benefits in the competitive meter marketplace.  This standard is unlikely to be adopted internationally, thus further emphasizing the unsuitability of requiring the use of ANSI C12.18 and 19.





			With these two exceptions removed, the technical gamut covered by the ANSI C12 is pervasive and, by and large, would be supported by Schlumberger.





			A “common sense” reconciliation of all non-ANSI “operating” standards (How often is a test board cleaned?  What records are kept?  Wire seals or plastic seals?  Gray sockets or brown sockets?) currently in California UDC use, should be undertaken by the California UDCs and overseen by the Commission.  This reconciliation could also be performed by a competent third party.





			Schlumberger recommends that the standards migration path remain as presently operating; a market-driven process where the best cost versus technology solutions prevail through the competitive process.








Section V.	STANDARDS FOR THE PROVISION, INSTALLATION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF METERING SYSTEMS


	


		The following comments are provided for sections A, B, C, D and E of this section.





			Coupled with ANSI as amended or limited above, these reconciled California operating standards should be quite sufficient to insure accuracy and safety.





		      	These standards should be  codified into the agreements covering the relationship between a UDC and its participating ESP’s.  If a UDC performs  bundled metering services, it must meet them.  If an ESP provides unbundled metering services, it must meet the same standards.  Contractors should be valid providers of all meter services, but the ultimate responsibility for meeting standards should be with the UDC or ESP.  The contractor is an agent only.  The same reporting/auditing procedures employed today by the Commission to insure satisfactory “bundled” utility performance by today’s market participants should be employed in the future on the new market participants, both ESP’s and UDC’s.





			Communications, programming, access and security should be the responsibility of the ÒownerÓ (UDC, ESP, MDMA) with functional oversight by an appropriate entity (ISO, UDC), where the appropriate entity is based on the customer type.  For example, a customer connected to the transmission system would have the ISO as the oversight entity, while virtually all other customers would have a UDC as the oversight entity.  This oversight entity should also be required to ensure the safe operation of the electricity transmission system as it relates to metering.  In this manner the meter marketplace will become, from a standards basis, self-regulating while still permitting innovative new concepts and technology to emerge.





			Verification of meter performance and installation site performance must be a business decision of the appropriate ÒownerÓ of the meter with due consideration given to legal ramifications of poor performance.  As a meter manufacturer, Schlumberger is concerned about potential product liability litigation resulting from inadequately trained personnel improperly applying our products. The injury and fatality rate for meter installers is quite low because of safety practices designed, implemented and followed by the UDCs.  A program must be designed, implemented and followed that provides adequate training on metering practices such that the already low injury/fatality statistics are maintained as new meter installers enter the marketplace.  This program should be based on the existing UDC practices.





			Certification for meter vendors should be a business decision of the appropriate meter ÒownerÓ.  The meters must meet the ÒstandardsÓ previously detailed in a preceding section.  Other than those requirements, whether or not a particular manufacturer is ÒcertifiedÓ to provide equipment  to an MDMA, ISO, UDC or ESP should be a business decision of the MDMA, ISO, UDC or ESP.  This is in fact the practice in effect today.





			





Section VI	STANDARDS FOR THE INSTALLATION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF METER READING SYSTEMS





		For this section, please refer to the comments provided for Section VII.





Section VII 	STANDARDS FOR THE INSTALLATION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF METER DATA MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS





		The following comments are submitted in response to sections A, B, C and D of this section.








		   	The practice of metering is very serious.  Any participant wishing to be a provider of unbundled services should meet the same exacting operational performance criteria that have served the state well in the past.  Otherwise,  the Commission should allow each participant (and their contractors) to innovate to the greatest extent possible in terms of device design, features offered, reading means employed (many manual reads are still highly economical) and system management schemes.  Truly regulate less.  Insure accuracy, safety and an audit trail, then let the market decide.





			Do not impose unnecessary, ill-conceived processes, standards or other regulations especially in a marketplace where such processes or standards do not exist and where the existence of such would be detrimental to the overall goals of deregulation.





		   	Do impose clear interoperability at the point where such guidelines can be most economically employed, at the collection level where data must be moved from the MDMA (Meter Data Management Agent) to and among all other market participants.  This is where timing, clarity, consistency and high volume reconciliation is necessary.





			Do impose certification processes and standards where life threatening operations, such as meter installation occur.  The electric energy industry safety record should be, as a minimum, maintained if not enhanced by the deregulation process.








Please direct questions regarding these comments
