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Comments of the Office of Ratepayer Advocates


On the August 18 Supplemental Workshop Reports on


Retail Settlements and Information Flows:


UDC-ESP Communications,


Retail Data Quality and Integrity, and


Distribution Loss Factors





Introduction


Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) Decision 97-05-040, the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) offers these comments on the following three supplemental workshop reports submitted by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), San Diego Gas and Electric Company (SDG&E), and Southern California Edison Company (Edison) (collectively, “the utilities” or UDCs) on August 18, 1997:


“UDC-ESP Communications:  Supplement to the July 25, 1997 Workshop Report on Retail Settlements and Information Flows”





“Retail Data Quality and Integrity:  Supplement to the July 25, 1997 Workshop Report on Retail Settlements and Information Flows”





“Distribution Loss Factors:  Supplement to the July 25, 1997 Workshop Report on Retail Settlements and Information Flows”





UDC-ESP Communications


The Executive Summary of the supplemental workshop report highlights several items for action by the Commission.  ORA supports the report’s recommendations that address specific actions:


Approve the consensus items in the supplemental workshop report.  Beginning with the Meter and Data Access Working Group (MADAWG) and continuing through the Retail Settlements and Information Flow (RSIF) workshop, the multi-party editing team that produced the RSIF workshop report, and subsequent subcommittee meetings, the RSIF workshop process has been an intensive effort that has achieved consensus on a variety of issues.  These discussions were open to all parties that chose to participate.  ORA supports the resulting consensus recommendations contained in the supplemental workshop report.�


Encourage the development of a consistent transaction protocol using an Electronic Data Interchange (EDI) format.  Throughout the Direct Access Implementation Plan workshop process as well as the RSIF process, ORA has advocated the use of national (and international) EDI standards.�  The Commission should expect the parties to expeditiously resolve the remaining issues involved in uniform application of EDI procedures.  For example, although section 3 depicts different Direct Access Service Request (DASR) processing timelines for SDG&E than for PG&E and Edison (and section 3.4.1 describes aspects of the differences), there appears to be little real difference between the utilities’ proposals that would need to persist after the initial implementation of electric restructuring.


Convene an operations group to routinely review and alter operational policies such as those outlined in the supplemental workshop report.  It can be expected that refinements in market operations can be achieved after electric industry restructuring is initially implemented on January 1, 1998.  An ongoing operations group would assist market participants in ensuring the efficient operation of evolving markets.�


Concerning the Executive Summary’s listing of highlighted issues that are not yet consensus recommendations, the following comments present ORA’s evaluation of the appropriate actions for successful implementation of electric industry restructuring.


Give direction on whether a customer has the right to call the UDC directly to cancel a pending DASR, or whether only the Energy Service Provider (ESP) has the right to cancel a pending DASR.


In section 3.7.1, the UDCs propose that a customer should be able to cancel a DASR by calling the UDC, while ESPs propose that the UDC should instead refer the customer back to the ESP.  Unless UDCs are required to obtain independent verification of customers’ requests to switch suppliers, as other ESPs are required to do, the UDCs’ proposal would create an unbalanced relationship between the UDCs and other ESPs.  The Commission can require ESPs to honor customers’ requests to cancel DASRs, and the ESPs’ proposal allows the UDCs to inform the customer of its right to submit a complaint to the Commission if the ESP does not comply.  To mitigate the possibility that an ESP may be uncooperative in timely execution to cancel a DASR, it is essential to provide the remedy of an after-the-fact complaint process and to inform customers of their right to file a complaint.  With this provision, ORA supports the ESPs’ proposal.


Determine the reasonableness of the ESP proposal that EDI standards be in place for all utilities on 11/1/97.


Section 9 identifies an issue of whether EDI standards should be required for all UDCs at the outset of electric restructuring.  As noted in section 9.1, a market participant can implement EDI standards for only $5,000 to $10,000, using available off-the-shelf software, a fact that has been confirmed by ORA’s research into EDI standards, implementation guides, and commercial software offerings that are readily found on the Internet.  Thus, standardized EDI is feasible for all market participants.  In contrast, use of custom protocols for transactions where EDI standards have been defined would require all market participants to engage in custom software development, which would be difficult to complete at a comparable cost per participant.  Moreover, as an advocate of a custom protocol for the transactions addressed in this report, PG&E acknowledges that its proposed protocol would soon be replaced by standardized EDI.�  It is not difficult to compare the costs of requiring a UDC to implement an EDI standard versus requiring all ESPs to engage in custom software development, and thereby conclude that implementing standardized EDI will promote more rapid development of competitive markets and should therefore be required of all market participants.


Section 9.3 notes PG&E’s agreement to use EDI as soon as possible once an approved, unambiguous, and complete protocol is available.  The appendices to this report have accomplished this requirement to a great extent, and continued cooperation among the parties can resolve any remaining details of a consensus EDI implementation within a short time.  Discussions among the parties have already narrowed the requirements for EDI implementation such that many types of transactions will be accomplished using a small number of transaction sets, thus simplifying the EDI start-up costs.  SDG&E has already agreed, in section 9.2, to work toward a standardized EDI implementation.  A similar section for Edison has not been provided, but Edison has already provided an Internet site (http://www.edisonx.com/edi) containing implementation guides for other EDI transactions.  Edison has provided very substantive inputs to defining the EDI transactions addressed in this report, and although Edison has stated in written submissions to the subcommittee that prepared this report that it will not present its policy statement on EDI until September 1, it appears to have no real obstacle to implementing EDI.


Determine whether CPUC-mandated customer rights language is required for ESP-consolidated billing.


Section 6.2.2 identifies an issue of whether customer rights language that is required on bills prepared by UDCs should also be required on bills prepared by ESPs.  The rationale for including customer rights language on bills is relevant regardless of who a customer’s supplier is, and ORA therefore supports universal requirements for the customer rights language.


Other Issues


An additional difference between the UDCs’ proposals is noted in section 4.1.1, regarding provisions for information flows in instances when the UDC terminates service to a customer.  Combining the UDCs’ proposed practices would be preferable to any single UDC’s proposal, so that the UDC must notify the ESP of the termination on the same day, but the ESP would be able to resume service to a customer without submission of a new DASR if service is resumed within a reasonable period.  The ESP should be notified of both the “last call” and the reconnection, as well as the termination, in order to schedule power for the customer appropriately.  The ESP should be allowed to submit a DASR to discontinue its service to a customer during the period when the UDC has discontinued service to the customer.


Finally, ORA agrees with the omission of metered customer usage data from the list of transactions addressed in this supplemental workshop report.  This aspect of data transfer has been addressed in the Meter and Data Communication Systems workshop process, and matters that are at issue in that workshop should be resolved before EDI transactions relating to meter data are considered.


Retail Data Quality and Integrity


ORA agrees that there is a potential for problems in the form of unaccounted for energy (UFE) in the restructured electric market.  ORA cautions, however, that the word "potential" is key in connection with problems the report envisions.  Also, the extent of potential problems is a matter for speculation at this point.  If the problem becomes significant and hence costly to ratepayers, then considerable effort and expense is justified to remedy it.  However, if the problem is minor, or turns out to be nonexistent, the effort expended to rectify it should be minimal to none.   The problem regulators face is how to make this call in advance, before the market begins to function.


Market participants will want to ensure that transactions are properly and fully accounted for.  It is in the public’s interest that gaming of the system be minimized or prevented.  Obviously, audits will be required to verify transactions.  The real underlying problem seems to be that there are gaps either in role definition or actual authority to review certain records in the settlements process.  Therefore, some definition should occur.


ORA supports the recommendations in the Retail Data Quality and Integrity report that more analysis of commercial transactions be conducted by collaborative effort and that transaction records be maintained by market participants for at least three years.  However, we question whether FERC or any other regulatory agency should be asked to institute specific rules on control procedures, record-keeping, and the like.  If rules are to be promulgated, they should be aimed more at guidance than outright control.  For instance, rather than a prescribed auditing procedure, there might be a requirement that any contracts between parties contain rules governing data interchange and auditing procedures.  This approach is more consistent with a competitive market environment.


Distribution Loss Factors


Determination of distribution line loss factors was identified in the July 25 RSIF Workshop Report as a critical issue.  Decision 97-08-056 subsequently found that testimony of ORA, CLECA/CMA and Edison concerning the settlements process supports the importance of using accurate hourly allocation factors in minimizing system-wide costs and ensuring accurate cost allocations that avoid cost shifting.  The decision also adopted CLECA/CMA’s methodology for representing Edison’s losses, and directed PG&E and SDG&E to file similar proposals for implementing hourly distribution line loss calculations in their Advice Letter filings.  This report describes the background and technical details of distribution loss calculations, and presents the details of recommendations for implementing these critical calculations.


For the initial implementation of electric industry restructuring, it is necessary to rely on existing information to a great extent.  To the extent that implementation details are described in the supplemental workshop report, ORA recommends their adoption as a workable means for initially establishing competitive markets.  The UDCs and other parties will be developing additional details of the initial implementation between now and October 15.  Limitations of the existing information will make it necessary to accept some differences between the UDCs’ methodologies, but these differences should be minimized when possible.


After the initial implementation of electric industry restructuring, it will be possible to refine the methodologies that are initially put in place, and to achieve consistency among the approaches used by the UDCs.  During this phase of implementation, issues that appear as initial differences between the UDCs’ approaches should be examined and compared, such as whether electrical line losses are calculated separately from other portions of UFE, and whether engineering calculations or observed differences between power flows on different parts of the transmission and distribution system are the primary basis for loss factors.


Conclusion


The five Direct Access workshop processes have resulted in both the resolution of a number of issues, for which the parties have offered specific recommendations for adoption by the Commission, and the identification of additional issues of controversy among the parties.  ORA urges the Commission to maintain its anticipated schedule while considering and resolving these issues, in order to achieve the timely implementation of electric restructuring.
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�  Regarding one particular issue, ORA notes the apparent resolution in section 3.6 of an issue that involved prolonged discussion in the subcommittee that led to this report; i.e., that “the UDCs will accept the first valid account setup/ switch DASR [Direct Access Service Request] received during the processing cycle, based on the receiving computer’s date and time stamp.  Any additional DASRs ... will be rejected ...”  This rule will encourage energy service providers (ESPs) to submit DASRs as soon as possible, thus facilitating smooth processing by the UDCs, instead of flooding the UDCs at the last possible time prior to deadlines in order to have the last DASR submitted.  If this rule were not followed, ESPs would also have difficulty planning their supplies of generation, because there would be uncertainty as to whether they would still be serving a new customer on the scheduled switch date.  In addition, because there is a delay between the deadline for processing DASRs and the scheduled switch dates, submission of DASRs that would pertain to future months could have the effect of preventing valid DASRs from being honored if subsequent DASRs were allowed to cancel the original DASRs -- for example, if a DASR is submitted on March 1 to take effect in April, a DASR submitted on March 25 to take effect in May should not preclude the customer from participating in Direct Access during April, but this would have been the effect of allowing subsequent DASRs to replace earlier DASRs.


�  In these comments, ORA’s references to EDI specifically mean the use of the American National Standards Institute’s (ANSI) X.12 standards. In the Meter and Data Communication Systems (MDCS) workshop process, ORA has also been an active supporter of national meter standards.  As discussed in our comments on the MDCS workshop, the value of following standards not only results from the ease of implementing compatible systems by all market participants, but even more importantly in the results obtained through the standards-setting process, in which the participants in ongoing discussions identify evolving needs and resolve technical differences between alternative approaches.


�  Continuing the discussions that led to this report would be likely to produce consensus on additional issues.  For example, section 3.7.1 reports that “SCE will notify the existing ESP of the DASR cancellation” when another ESP has submitted but then cancelled a DASR to commence service to a customer.  This is an event that the customer’s existing ESP must be aware of, but this information flow is one that did not receive extensive discussion in the time available for report preparation.


�  PG&E’s contributions to facilitating the resolution of RSIF issues are notable, and ORA has accepted PG&E’s proposed protocol for the limited purpose of exchanging meter data during the initial period of 1998, with the requirement that it will be replaced by ANSI standards as soon as possible.  However, for the purposes described in this report, EDI standards can be implemented at the outset, eliminating the justification for using a custom protocol.
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