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RE: III.A.2.b


Providing 15 minute interval data at the MDMA server is excessive.  Only that which is required for UDC or ISO tariffs should be required to be posted to the server.  For most commercial meters, hourly energy usage is sufficient.  If demand components are required by the tariff, these should be posted separately.  However, the requirement for posting a demand component should not require that 15 minute interval data be posted if the demand component can be otherwise determined.





For those relatively few customers wanting self-provisioning service from the ISO, the 15 minute resolution is not sufficient to meet their needs.  Metering for these customers must meet the finer resolution required by the ISO.  However, ISO requirements should not impose 15 minute data reporting on all IDR customers.





RE: III.A.2.f


With radio based meter protocols, it is not uncommon to miss an occasional interval reading due to interference.  The 10% limit on estimated reads might be exceeded if the basis for the computation is to deem the entire month’s data as estimated if one interval is missing.  Missing one hourly interval does not produce the same level of error as an estimated monthly reading.  A very accurate bill can be produced by a simple interpolation of adjacent readings to the missed reading.  





There are two possible solutions for making the stated requirement workable without a decrease in quality billing data.





1.	If the process of smoothing missing interval data can be shown to be accurate to 98% at a 95% confidence level during a month’s period, then the entire stream of monthly data can be reported as actual data.  This approach requires a statistical process with a sustained plus or minus bias of not greater than 0.3% over a year time frame. (This requirement allows validated data to match the quality of raw meter data.)





2.	The second method is to reduce the estimated interval percent tolerated to less than 10% but compute percent estimated based on the total of all intervals read during the period.  For example, the requirement for estimated intervals could be set at 2%, but this requirement should apply in the aggregate of all interval reads during the period.





RE: III.A.2.g.iii


For 1998, FirstPoint proposes that a simple 6% distribution line loss be applied to all secondary voltage meters. We think that dealing with hourly distribution loss tables by region is an unnecessary requirement for 1998.  We believe this is a simpler way to start.








RE:  I.C, I.D, III A, etc.





Background:





Stated objectives of the RSIF workshop are: (1) to identify the MINIMUM information necessary for market participants and new structures to function, and (2) to provide the highest quality data at the lowest per-customer cost.  Workshop report authors have made the following recommendations:





1.	ESPs and UDCs will develop a common means to exchange account maintenance information for specific customers.  This is intended to facilitate customer returns to UDCs with “little restriction” (pp. 15-16).  This requires a unique identifier for each customer (p. 42).


2.	UDCs propose to create a universal meter identifier to exchange technical specifications on meters.  This requires a unique identifier for each meter.


3.	Pacific Enterprises proposed unique universal identifiers for premises and meter nodes in addition to those for customers and meters (p. 49).





The use of universal identifiers is, as noted in the workshop report, vital to establishing an open architecture for information exchange.  But the number of choices to be considered, along with increased complexity, has caused workshop authors to recommend that the use of universal identifiers be assigned a low priority and resolved after January 1, 1998.








Key Issues:





FirstPoint Utility Solutions’ perspective is that a universal identifier is fundamental to electronic commerce and open architecture.  The marketplace will not work effectively and efficiently without its availability on January 1, 1998.  Customer account numbers and meter numbers are not standard and do NOT facilitate information exchange.





The use of four separate identifiers creates too much complexity and cannot be implemented by January 1st.  Such use creates a hierarchy of data relationships depicted in the diagram on page 50 of the report.  These data structures must exist in each market participants’ information systems.  To ensure data integrity, information must be exchanged between market participants to maintain these data relationships.  The implications are:





1.	Unique identifiers must be designed and formatted.


2.	Unique identifiers must be assigned to each customer, premise, meter node, and meter.


3.	Lists of customers, meters, premises, and meter nodes must be exchanged between all market participants before operational use.


4.	All parties’ information systems must be modified to accommodate these four key identifiers.


5.	All parties must ensure data integrity across their respective information systems.  


6.	All parties must transfer information in ways that that meet data integrity rules. 





Because of the effort, coordination, and extensive modification to information systems required, implementing this scheme is not practical by January 1st.  We believe that the concept of a universal identifier presented in the workshop report is valid, can be simplified greatly, and can be implemented by January 1st.





Recommendations:





The attached graphic (Exhibit 1, Proposed Direct Access Data Model), is a proposed data model for retail settlement.  This model represents data relationships which must be in each parties’ information systems to facilitate direct access commerce and ensure information exchange necessary to complete specific business functions.  Only one universal identifier is utilized, and that is a unique number assigned to each meter node (using Pacific Enterprises’ definition).  All other data relationships are tied to this single, unique number.





We recommend the following:





1.	Use a universal identifier on the meter node only, in accordance with Pacific Enterprises’ recommendations on page 48 of the report.


2.	Gain agreement by the Utility Industry Group, who manages electronic data interchange standards for the utility industry, to assign blocks of universal identifiers to each utility.


3.	Gain agreement by California utilities to assign numbers within their designated numbering ranges to each meter node in their service territory, then release this information in electronic form to all market participants.  


4.	Use the single universal identifier when exchanging customer account maintenance data between market participants.  This allows both parties to use their own customer account numbering schemes and minimizes impacts on existing Customer Information Systems.  This may slightly increase time requirements to re-establish a customer account when a customer moves from an ESP back to the UDC’s bundled service.


5.	Use the single universal identifier when exchanging meter registration data.  As with customer data, this approach accommodates multiple meter vendors’ numbering schemes without negatively impacting market participants’ meter-oriented information systems. 


6.	Use the single universal identifier when exchanging customer specific billing information.


7.	Use the single universal identifier when exchanging energy usage data.


8.	Use the data transfer protocols described on pages 61-63 of the workshop report to maintain these data relationships.








Benefits:





1.	A central repository is not required as proposed on page 51.


2.	Only one universal identifier is required, simplifying production operation, data exchange, universal identifier assignment, and market “start-up”.


3.	Meets workshop objectives of simplified, minimal data interchange.


4.	Reduces the number of unique keys required to ensure data integrity.


5.	Eliminates the need for unique meter numbering schemes within California.  Minimizes impact on UDCs’ and ESPs’ metering information systems.


6.	Eliminates the need for unique customer numbering schemes for all California customers.  Minimizes the impact on UDCs’ and ESPs’ customer information systems.


7.	Does not preclude the creation and use of other universal identifiers for customers
