Customer Information Database


DRAFT Workshop Report





I. 	Introduction


Background


The Direct Access Implementation Decision (D.97-05-040) directed Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE) and San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), collectively the utility distribution companies (UDCs), to conduct a workshop to address the release of customer information with the identity of the customers omitted.�  A pre-workshop meeting was held on June 20, 1997 and the workshop was held on July 21, 1997.  The UDCs, the staff of the California Energy Commission (CEC), the Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA), and Michael Parti submitted proposals prior to the workshop, which were posted on the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) staff’s Internet site, at http://162.15.5.2/wk-group/dai. �  Dawn Tiura, of The Denali Group, facilitated the workshop.


The Direct Access Implementation Decision required the utilities to make customer information available by two methods.  The first is a release of customer information that would exclude the customer’s identity. We have referred to this as the non-confidential data base (NCDB).  The second is a standardized report on a customer’s usage that can be requested by the customer up to two times a year without charge.   For the second method, the information could be released based on an individual customer request, or as advocated by some, as part of an “opt-in” program conducted by the UDCs.  Although some parties, including the UDCs, questioned whether D.97-05-040 had intended this latter item to be included within the workshop scope, there was general consensus at the pre-workshop meeting to discuss this item, since it was not being addressed in other forums.  Issues related to the transfer of confidential customer information that are part of the settlement processes (e.g., the transfer of metered usage information between a customer’s UDC and ESP) are the subject of the Retail Settlement and Information Flow workshop.


B.	Description of Available Data


1. 	Southern California Edison


Edison has two main databases containing customer identity and usage information, the Customer Information System (CIS) and the Customer Database (CDB).


CIS is SCE’s production system for customer information and billing.   It is used by the telephone center to process customer requests, respond to customer inquiries, enter meter reads, and process bills.  The system stores a rolling 12 months (transactions) of historical billing data.  The information includes customer name, service address, mailing address, meter reads, usage, bill amounts, city taxes, meter number, and account number.   In this database, an account number is unique for each meter.


The following usage and load is stored based on customer type:


�
Usage(kWh)�
Load(kW)�
Kvar�
�
Small�
Monthly Total�
--�
--�
�
Medium�
Monthly Total�
Monthly Peak�
Monthly Peak*�
�
Large�
TOU�
TOU Peak�
TOU Peak*�
�
*  For some accounts.


The Customer Database is an extraction of data from CIS.  It also includes additional information such as standard industrial code (SIC).  This database is used to perform analysis without having to interrupt the production CIS.  In this database, an account number is unique for each meter.


�
2. 	Pacific Gas & Electric


PG&E has one system that contains customer identity and usage information; the Customer Information System (CIS).


CIS is the system that allows PG&E to perform the functions necessary for UDC distribution services.   Some of the functions include: establishing new connects, answering customer inquiries, retrieving meter reading data, responding to outages and emergencies, and generating bills.  The system stores a rolling 14 months of historical transactional data.  The information stored is customer name, service address, mailing address, meter read, usage, bill amounts, city taxes, account number, SIC codes, rate schedule and credit information.


3. 	San Diego Gas & Electric


SDG&E’s system, the Customer Information System for Corporate Objectives (CISCO) contains customer identity and usage information for billing and customer record keeping. CISCO stores a rolling 36 months of historical billing data.  The information stored in this system includes such information as: customer name, service address, mailing address, energy and demand, customer bill components, meter information, SIC codes, rate code, and account number.





4. 	Survey Information (Demand Side Management)


As requested at the pre-workshop meeting, the UDC identified survey and load data� that are provided to the CEC annually as part of their written proposal.  The actual surveys can vary by utility and are outlined in a rolling three-year Data Collection and Analysis Plan (DCAP) submitted annually to the CEC. The UDCs also perform measurement and evaluation studies to support Demand Side Management (DSM) shareholder incentives as part of the Annual Earnings Assessment Proceeding (AEAP) process.





The release of UDC survey data was discussed extensively during the workshop.  Some ESP participants, as well as the regulatory agencies, felt that the release of this survey information was important.  They also commented that if customers have paid for this type of survey information through rates that they should have access to it.





The UDCs oppose the release of this survey data.  In most cases, an assurance of confidentiality was necessary to obtain customer participation.  Even where no explicit assurance of confidentiality was provided, customers were certainly not notified that the detailed data collected on their facilities would be made public.  The representatives from the California Manufacturers Association (CMA) commented that the customer might not want a marketer to have the level of detail that these surveys provide and that additional effort is needed to ensure that customers were made aware of the detail of their information in the surveys.  At the workshop, the UDCs mentioned that survey data is not integrated and considerable time and expense would be needed to integrate this data and contact survey participants.  Several participants opposed any increases to 376 costs to release this data.





The CEC staff and ORA propose that the DSM data could be made available through a non-confidential type of release similar to that of non-confidential data.  This proposal did not get much discussion at the workshop because most ESPs focused on getting the confidential customer specific survey information.  The UDCs informed the group that the data is so detailed that it is often impossible, in practical terms, to mask sufficient fields to assure that the customer’s confidentiality can be maintained.  CMA also expressed concern that competitors may be able to identify a particular customer from the data, even if the identity was removed.  The UDCs oppose the release of information that does not respect the legitimate concerns of customers and ethical market research require that respondents permission be obtained if their potentially identifiable responses are made public.





The UDCs suggested at the workshop, that in the future, issues related to the release of DSM survey information should be coordinated with the California Energy Efficiency Board (CEEB).





C.	Independent Energy Clearing House


Michael Parti, on behalf of his consulting firm Applied Econometrics, Inc. and Decision Science Research Associates, offered a proposal to create an independent clearing house that would be a repository of all UDC customer information.  The clearing house would provide a service to market participants by processing the information to protect confidentiality, and releasing it in standardized formats.  The information would include both metering/billing data and survey data.  The cost of the clearing house would be recovered from market participants, from prices charged for the information releases and from fees charged to the UDCs.  One of the objectives of the clearing house would be to relieve the UDCs of any separate responsibility to release customer information (either the NCDB or customer-specific confidential information) to market participants.  After the market begins, ESPs might be required to contribute information to the clearing house.


Numerous aspects of this proposal were explored in the workshop�.  Some workshop participants expressed concern with the requirement that the UDCs fund a portion of the clearing house costs, since this would apparently be recovered in Section 376 costs.  There were also concerns about how prices would be established, since the clearing house would apparently have a “monopoly” position given its unique access to confidential customer information.


In general, there appeared to be support for an energy clearing house function from workshop participants representing regulatory agencies (CEC and ORA), while market participants generally appeared to believe that if a clearing house function is needed, it will be provided by the market.  There were concerns expressed that consideration of a clearing house function not interfere with the UDCs ongoing efforts to release information to market participants.


�
	D. 	Workshop Report Findings


The workshop report is organized into three sections discussing the methods by which customer data can be released.   The three sections are:


Non-Confidential Database (NCDB)


Specific Customer Confidential Data


Opt-in Confidential Database


II.	Non-Confidential Database (NCDB)


A.	Principles for the Release of Data


The UDCs’ propose a fundamental principle that a customer’s identity should not be determinable by the zip code, SIC, other identifiers, from the customer’s usage pattern, or any combination of these factors.  The non-confidential database (NCDB) will be made available to any party requesting the information.  The CEC staff propose that a principle for data release is to create an informational level playing field between the UDCs and ESPs.  At the workshop there was general agreement with the utilities’ principle for releasing non-confidential data.


B. 	Scope of Data to be Released


For SDG&E and SCE, the data will include 12 months of customer billing transactions for 1996.  For PG&E, the data will include the last 12 months of customer billing transactions.  For customers on time-of-use (TOU) rate options, the information would include the TOU usage.


The customer information released would include residential and commercial accounts below 500 kW, subject to the confidentiality methodology described in the following section.  In some cases, the value of the information may be limited due to the need for severe aggregation of location and SIC identifiers.


The information to be provided is the following:  


Customer’s zip code; 


SIC identifier;  


Rate category (e.g., Domestic); and 


Monthly usage.  


Parties expressed agreement for the UDCs proposal of data to be provided, but also expressed the need for a meter read date or number of days in the billing cycle, as well as a code for estimated or adjusted bill.   The UDCs agree to add the meter read date or number of days in the billing cycle to the NCDB.  The UDCs do not have a code for estimated usage or adjusted bills.  


The CEC staff and ORA expressed the desire to include the studies performed for DSM programs.  The utilities expressed the concerns about the feasibility of releasing survey data while maintaining confidentiality.   The UDCs also informed the participants that this data is not held in a single database nor is it integrated with the billing data and would thus, require significant manual labor to compile the data into a single database.   Several parties expressed concern about the cost effectiveness of compiling the data.  Please refer to section I.B.4 for more details regarding the DSM survey discussion.


C. 	Confidentiality Protections


1.	Methodology to Preserve Confidentiality


The UDCs propose to use aggregation into higher level identifiers as the principle means for preserving confidentiality of the monthly and time-of-use data.  The display of location will be limited to a three digit zip code, that is 917xx, to maintain confidentiality.  The display of usage type will be limited to two digit SIC identifier for confidentiality.


If necessary, the utilities propose to perform additional aggregation to maintain at least 10 customers in each aggregation category.  Finally, if in the UDCs judgment, the customer’s identity could still be determined from a usage pattern, then the information will not be included in the data base. 


The representative from CMA expressed concerns about maintaining the confidentiality of customers, especially for large accounts.  CMA is concerned about the database being used by competitors to identify customers.  CMA also supported excluding customers with load greater than 500 kW from the NCDB.  CMA recommended an additional screening criteria to preserve confidentiality of at least 15 customers and a customer’s load must be less than 15 percent of an aggregation category, “the 15/15 rule.”  For example, if there are only 10 customers for the group zip code of  917 and SIC 22, then additional screening on the data is needed.  If there are 50 customers for the zip code  911 and SIC 45, but one customer’s load is greater than 15 percent of the group’s load, then additional data aggregation is needed.  CMA commented that this rule is needed because by using regression analysis on the load pattern, a specific customer can be identified.   


All workshop participants, including the UDCs, appeared to support the screening method of providing data using three digit zip code, two digit SIC, and to use the additional screening criteria proposed by CMA (15/15 rule).  All workshop participants also appeared to support CMA’s proposal to limit the NCDB to customers below 500 kW. 


A discussion followed as to how should the data be further screened if it violates the 15 customers or 15 percent rule.  One option is to aggregate the data into a wider geographical area, i.e., by removing an additional zip code digit.  However, this creates a signal that the data contains unique information which might reveal the customer’s identity through usage patterns or quantity.  The other option is to drop those customers from the database, which would prevent  identifying a customer.   The ESP representatives supported aggregating the data into a higher group, while the customer representative from CMA and the UDCs supported dropping the customers from the database.


Several parties expressed a desire for the residential data to include five digits of the zip code, and the UDCs agreed to this proposal, subject to the screening criteria.


There was a discussion of the interest of a non-confidential database of residential and non-residential customers below 500 kW, using the screening criteria agreed to by participants.  Among the ESPs attending the workshop, 25 percent expressed interest in non-residential database, 50 percent expressed interest in a residential database, and 25 expressed no interest in either database.  Michael Parti expressed interest in both groups of data.


All workshop participants were in agreement for the following:


the scope of the data to be provided is residential and non-residential customers below 500 kW


Five digit zip code for residential customers and  three digit zip code and two digit zip code for non-residential customers


The additional screening criteria recommended by CMA, referred to as the 15/15 rule


There was disagreement between the parties on whether customers should be dropped from the database or aggregated into a higher group with the 15/15 rule violated.


D.	Liability Issues


The UDCs’ proposal requested the CPUC issue a decision in response to the workshop report that orders UDCs to solicit interest in a NCDB, and orders the UDCs to prepare and provide the NCDB to interested parties willing to pay the cost of preparing the NCDB.  The decision should indicate that the UDCs are not liable for accidental release of confidential data, such as might occur if a customer's identity can be determined from a usage pattern, or by cross referencing the NCDB to other information releases.  The CPUC's decision should make clear that the CPUC intends to exercise adequate supervision of the UDCs' development of their respective NCDBs, to insure that the need to maintain adequate confidentiality protections is appropriately balanced with the public interest in making the NCDB available to interested parties.


There was no discussion of this issue at the workshop.


�
E.	Timing of Data Release


The UDCs’ proposal stated the data will be provided within two months following a final CPUC decision to allow time for the screening process to ensure confidentiality.


Parties expressed a desire to receive the data as soon as feasible.


F.	Mechanism of Data Release 


The UDCs specified the data will be put onto CD-ROM disk(s) in an ASCII file format.  This will allow parties to use their own applications and software to process the data. See Appendix B for an example of the file format.  Workshop participants supported this proposal.


ORA supported using a CD-ROM, but also recommended putting the data on a server so it could be accessed from the Internet.  There was no discussion of this issue at the workshop.


G.	Cost and Cost Recovery


1. 	Preliminary Cost Estimates


The UDCs presented a proposal to compile customer information and offer it to parties at cost.  Edison’s preliminary cost estimate of providing residential and small commercial customer information is $4,000 to $5,000, to be allocated across all subscribers. PG&E’s preliminary cost estimate is approximately $1,000 per set of CDs.  San Diego’s preliminary cost estimate of providing residential, commercial, and industrial customer data is $1,000 for the extract and $100 incremental cost per copy.  The UDCs have not yet estimated the additional manual screening (15/15 rule) costs.  If the scope of the data expands to include other information not specified in the UDCs’ proposal, such as DSM survey data, these cost estimates are likely to increase substantially. 


2. 	Pricing Methodology


The UDCs presented that the total cost of developing the database would be passed onto customers pre-ordering the CD-ROMs at average cost.  The UDCs anticipate providing a firm cost estimate upon receiving CPUC approval and requesting potential purchasers to subscribe in advance.  The price would be the firm cost estimate divided by the number of subscribers.  This price would also apply to late subscribers.


The CEC staff expressed a desire for the recovery to be from subscribers, unless the cost is high, then it should be recovered from ratepayers.


Given the low cost of the database, participants generally supported recovering the cost from subscribers.


3.	License Agreements


The UDCs would release the data with a one-time license agreement which will prohibit the selling or copying of the raw data. The licensee may distribute or sell reports or analyses containing aggregated data from the database.  There was no discussion of this issue.


III.	Release of Specific Customer Data 


A.	Principles for the Release of Data


The UDCs position on releasing information which contains the customer’s identity is that it will only be released after receiving the customer’s written authorization.  Since the customer has approved the release of the data, the data would be made available to the parties specified by the written consent.  


The CEC staff would also require customer consent, but added  that parties receiving confidential information should use it solely for their own marketing purposes and not disseminated to other parties.   Furthermore the CEC specified that the UDCs should receive fair compensation for making the data available to ESPs.





	B.	Scope of data to be released


The UDCs are establishing  processes and systems to supply confidential customer data to customers or their agents.  Decision 97-05-040 approves the utilities procedures to provide basic customer information� up to two times a year per customer account, at no cost to the requesting party, but would allow the utility the opportunity to recover those costs by tracking them under IRMA subaccounts (D.97-05-040, pp. 74-76).  In addition, the utilities will provide voltage level of service�, UDC tariff, load profile category, and basic meter information.  For a detailed listing of the data the UDCs anticipate including in the standardized report, see Appendix B.


The participants supported the scope of the data listed in the UDCs’ proposal.  However, they also requested the DSM survey data, if the customer participated in the survey.  The ESP and regulatory agency representatives expressed an interest to have this information provided if the customer authorizes its release.  The UDCs mentioned the extreme difficulty to integrate numerous independent studies with the billing data.  The representative from CMA expressed concern about informing the customer of what information is actually being released to marketers, because it may contain information customers do not want released.  Some participants expressed concern about the cost and timing of the data release.


For more details on the DSM survey dialog please refer to section I.B.4]


Several ESPs wanted to receive load research sample data even if the customer was not billed from this interval data.  The UDCs objected to providing load research sample data, because if there is systematic identification of sample points then the representation of the population would be biased.   The UDCs are concerned about maintaining the reliability of the sample data, because they are the basis for the load profiles to be used in place of metering for residential, small business, and other customers.  A remark was made by an ESP that there is potential a load research sample point would choose Direct Access anyway.  The UDC mentioned this is a problem, but it would occur at random and not due to any systematic marketing by ESPs.  The UDCs agree that interval data not associated with sampling could be made available with customer consent.  (This would include time-of-use customers whose usage is measured with an interval meter.)   





	C.	Confidentiality  Protections


For the method of customer consent, SCE requires a signed consent form be submitted.  PG&E and SDG&E require a signed consent form or a request on customer letterhead.  PG&E and SDG&E propose to honor facsimile authorizations from customers as satisfying the requirement for signed, written customer authorization.


	D.	Dispute Resolution Procedures


The UDCs propose that the resolution of disputes is subject to the jurisdiction of the CPUC, and that customers or interested parties may file a complaint. 


Workshop participants did not address this issue.


	E.	Maintaining Confidentiality After Data Release


The UDCs propose that it is expected that recipients of confidential customer information be expected to maintain the level of confidentiality agreed to by the customer and would not further release such data without explicit customer consent.   


	F.	Who May Have Access


The UDCs propose that specific customer-requested information would be released to whomever the customer authorizes.  Workshop participants did not comment on the release of specific customer-requested information.


G.	Mechanism of Release 


The UDCs proposed that the release of specific customer requested information would be provided in standard ASCII format via electronic media, such as a diskette or secure Internet protocol. Various formats were discussed on how to standardize this data,  i.e., EDI, RSIF protocol, or ASCII. SDG&E proposed to provide secured Internet access and asked for comments regarding security issues.  


The workshop participants did not comment on this, other than general agreement that this would be a good solution for mechanism of release. 


�
H.	Timing of Data Release


The timing of the release of specific customer information was identified as one important issue.  UDCs offered to provide this information within 10 working days – depending on the complexity of the request.  UDCs were asked to let the requester know early if the 10 day time frame could not be met.  Many workshop participants felt that if this information is offered through the Internet that timing would not be a problem.  Currently, UDCs are processing requests for confidential customer information manually, and will standardize and automate the release of confidential customer information as soon as practical.


	I.	Cost and Cost Recovery


The UDCs intend to seek cost recovery through memorandum accounting (pursuant to Section 376 of AB 1890) for the costs of providing confidential customer information on and after May 6, 1997.  When the UDCs recover revenues from customers through fees for providing confidential customer information more than twice per year, such revenues will offset the memorandum account costs.


Opt-in Confidential Database


The UDCs do not support conducting an opt-in solicitation to develop a database of customer information for customers willing to release confidential information without limitation. The UDCs understand the need to create a level playing field, but feels that the market should drive this activity and the UDCs should not be ordered to provide marketing campaigns for the ESPs.  Although primarily suggested by ORA and CEC staff, there were some workshops participants interested in opt-in solicitation.


A.  	Principles for Release of Data


If ordered by the CPUC, the UDCs would solicit all customers via a mailing campaign, seeking customer consent to be included in the opt-in database.  Since the customers will have approved the release of their data, the database would be made available to all market participants. 


�
B. 	Scope of Data


If ordered by the CPUC, the UDCs anticipate that they would conduct a solicitation of all their customers, and create a confidential database containing the same date elements listed in Appendix B.


C.	Confidentiality Protections


The UDCs proposed that in the case of the opt-in database, the only data put into the database would be from those customers who have given their permission by opting-in.  The data would be released to any party who requests it.  In its proposal, the CEC felt that access should be open to registered ESPs at least. The CEC also specified that parties receiving confidential information should be required to sign an agreement to use the data solely for their own marketing purposes and not be further disseminated to other parties.  


D.	Mechanism of Data Release 


The UDCs specified the data will be put onto CD-ROM (if necessary) in an ASCII file format.  This will allow parties to use their own applications and software to process the data. The workshop participants did not discuss the mechanism of release for the opt-in database.


	E.  	Timing of Data Release


The UDC proposal states that if an opt-in solicitation is required, it should not be planned or conducted before the second quarter of 1998.  This would allow time for customer education to take place, and would not interfere with other aspects of Direct Access Implementation.


The CEC staff propose that the data be released twice.  Once early in 1998, and a second time about six months later. Some ESPs questioned the usefulness of the data if provided in late 1998.


F. 	Cost and Cost Recovery


The UDCs indicate that conducting an opt-in solicitation would be expensive; approximately $2-5 million. The effort would entail special mailings, training customer contact employees (Call Centers), imaging the return mailings, and system development, and so forth.  The UDCs believe this effort would increase UDC workload among staff responsible for direct access implementation. Finally, the UDCs believe that any efforts to create an opt-in database should be charged to Section 376.


The workshop participants did not come to a conclusion on who should fund the opt-in database.  Some workshop participants were concerned regarding funding an opt-in solicitation through Section 376.  Some suggested that the CPUC Education Program could possibly fund the opt-in solicitation.  Another suggestion was to have the subscribers fund the effort for opt-in, although the UDCs expressed a concern that if there is limited customer response, there may not be enough ESP subscription to cover the costs.  


V. 	Summary 


The workshop participants agree with the release of NCDB, subject to appropriate confidentiality protections.  However, the implementation of procedures such as how to treat customers that fall into a category that does not meet the 15/15 rule, remain unsolved.  Workshop participants also appear supportive of the UDCs proposal to release confidential customer information to parties that have obtained customer consent.  Unresolved issues include:


The release of DSM survey data


The release of load research sample data


A proposal that the UDCs conduct an opt-in solicitation


A proposal for a third party information clearing house


�
Appendix A





File Format for the Non-Confidential Database


The data would be stored as a flat ASCII file using comma separated values.  There may  be two files, one for monthly metered accounts, and another for time-of-use (TOU) metered accounts.


Each account would be a single line.  The following is an example of a monthly metered account:��Zip code, SIC, Rate category, read date, kwh,  read date, kwh, ...read date, kwh��917, 10, N, 010296, 120, 020596, 130, ..., 120196, 110�


Note:  PG&E would start and end with different dates depending on when the data was transferred from CIS.


One Time Release of Customer Information


Data Element Name�
Type�
Size�
Notes�
�
Customer Zip Code�
CHAR�
5�
3 digits for Non-Domestic


5 digits for Domestic�
�
Rate Category�
CHAR�
1�
D - Domestic


N - Non-Domestic�
�
SIC Code�
CHAR�
2�
For Non-Domestics only


2 high-order digits of SIC�
�
Usage Data�
�
�
1 – 12 months (>12 occurrences to handle season changes)�
�
   Meter  Read date�
DATE�
 6�
MMDDYY�
�
     Usage Element�
�
�
1 – n occurrences depending on type of usage information tracked�
�
          Unit of measure�
CHAR�
8�
e.g., KW, KWH, , KVAR�
�
          Value�
DECIMAL�
�
Value in above units�
�
          Peak Period


               (if applicable)�
CHAR�
4�
ON – on-peak


OFF – off-peak


MID – mid-peak


SOFF – super off-peak�
�



�
Appendix B


�
Proposed List for Customer Requested Information�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
(Work in Progress)�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
SCE�
PG&E�
SDG&E�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Account #�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Name�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Elec Meter #�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Gas Meter #�
�
�
�
X�
X�
�
Service Address�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Billing Address�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
SIC�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
kWh�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Therms�
�
�
�
X�
X�
�
TOU Splits- Demand and Energy�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Voltage Level of Service�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Rate Schedule�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Load Profile Category�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
kW �
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
KVAR�
�
�
X�
X�
�
�
Revenue�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Meter Read Date�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Basic Metering Information�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Meter Number�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Make�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Model�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Serial Number�
�
�
X�
�
�
�
PT Ratio�
�
�
X�
�
X�
�
CT Ratio�
�
�
X�
�
X�
�
Bill Constant�
�
�
X�
X�
X�
�
Register Constant (Kr)�
�
�
�
�
X�
�
Disk Constant (Kh)�
�
�
�
�
X�
�
Primary watt-hour constant (Pkh)�
�
�
�
�
X�
�
Demand Interval�
�
�
�
�
X�
�
Energy Pulse Constant�
�
�
�
�
X�
�
Pulse Type (A or C)�
�
�
�
 �
X�
�
Meter Form�
�
�
�
�
X�
�
Meter Voltage�
�
�
X�
�
X�
�
�tc "D.2	One Time Release of Customer Information"�








� The decision states that “we will require, though, that the UDCs offer a database containing customer-specific usage information and locational and SIC information, with the customer’s identity removed.”  (D.97-05-040, page 74).  The decision also requires the workshop participants to consider whether seasonal and time of use data should be included in the release of customer information.  The UDCs proposal would release monthly usage, including time of use data, so this issue was not explicitly discussed at the workshop.


� A list of participants at the pre-workshop meeting and the workshop is provided in Attachment A.  This workshop report has been [will be] served on workshop participants via electronic mail.  The agenda for the workshop is provided in Attachment B


� As required by Title 20, Section 1344 of the California Code of Regulations.


� Although not discussed at the workshop, the UDCs note that the August 30, 1996 Direct Access Working Group Report (Section 7.12) explored the concept of an information clearing house in considerable depth.


� The basic information includes customer’s name, service and billing address, account number, and 12 months historical metered usage.


� Voltage level can be used to determine the applicable distribution loss factor.  Development of such distribution loss factors will be dealt with in the Retail Settlement and Information Flow workshop process.
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