PSWG Plenary Meeting


April 1, 1998





Approved:


The agenda for the 4/1 meeting.


The meeting Notes for the 2/26 meeting with minor spelling corrections of names and corporations.





Discussion of a meeting facilitator. 


The group divided the facilitation issue into two functional needs. There was facilitation of meetings. Consistency and learning curve were a concern in this category.





The second function focused on managing the work product and producing the final report to be filed on July 29. This could either be done by a professional or volunteers within PSWG.  





Agreement: Continue to have Kirsten Stacey and Bill Buckley (who both agreed) work together to facilitate (function #1) PSWG plenary meetings. Bill Buckley will number documents discussed according to the system he presented at the 4/1 meeting. 





The discussion resulted in the following group agreements regarding function #2:  SDG&E and Augie Nevolo will solicit function #2 bids for discussion at the 4/30 meeting. PSWG members will see if they can get management support to volunteer specific company resources. If the group sees a good subgroup report, we will use it as an overall model. The report should have a summary section summarizing recommended standards to adopt as well as standards the group doesn’t recommend adopting. There will be short sentence mentioning areas of dissent. In the body of the report, areas of dissent will be clearly identified with arguments on both sides. Additionally, the report will include a section specifically addressing how to change requirements once the permanent requirements are adopted. This section will also address how the PSWG plans to interface with national efforts.





Subgroup Reports





Physical Meter (Sub-Group #1)


-Michele Wynne, was represented by Lauren Pananen, who reported that the group had created a list of activities to address. These activities were arranged into four sections: (#1)MSP/Meter Worker Qualifications, (#2)Meter Insulation and Maintenance, (#3)Meter Information and (#4)“Other Issues.”  the group agreed to “map” the Bob Lane letter Appendix “C” & “A” into the sections of the proposed report #1 and #2 above.  The group had reviewed draft Section #2 and made assignments for development of draft proposals for missing and incomplete information in Section #2. The group had met on 3/11 and 3/31 with about 30 attendees at each meeting.  Issues that require PSWG Plenary or Coordinating Committee include password security and meter data programming.


  


Meter Data and Meter Data Management (Sub-Group #2)


-Chris King provided a written report, which Bill Buckley presented. The sub-group met on 2-24, 3-9 and 3-30 for about 3 hours each time, with approximately 40 attendees, which included 30 member companies. Accomplishments included agreeing on the meeting  and administrative rules, an approach to developing the recommendations, goals, scope, review of MDCS Appendices and recommended permanent standards to the PSWG Plenary. MDM functions and business requirements were discussed. Definitions were identified as an item of concern that is referred to the PSWG plenary. A group to address VEE was formed. Work is estimated as 30% complete. 





Metering Communications (Sub-Group #3)


-Kirsten Stacey reported that the group agreed that in any case the meter should be able to be read manually. The criteria agreed to for selection of permanent standards for metering communications include:


	1-Must support specific measurement and data access requirements


	2-Must provide an adequate audit trail


	3-Consumer Protection issues are to be addressed


	4-Menu of standards for different customer classes


	5-Standards should be flexible and not preclude innovation


	6-Costs should be reasonable


	7-Standards should facilitate customer choice


	8-Standards should support CPUC decision, 97-12-048


The group identified the trade offs of specifying a meter for interoperability. A meter may be basic and inexpensive or very expensive and functionally  all inclusive. Interoperability can occur at 3 places; the output from the MDM, the meter device format, and manual (or optical) reads.  The next steps for this group include defining business needs and specifying standards.





Physical Meter (Sub-Group #4)


-Jamie Patterson reported on that the group met on 3-11 and 3-31 for about 3 hours each time with about 40 attendees.  The group recommended standards for adoption and some that should not be adopted.  FCC requirements were to be met with the phrase “Applicable FCC Requirements.”  The group also referred some ANSI standards to the other Sub-Groups for review. Issues that this group wanted the plenary to address included the requirements for local reading, grandfathering of equipment, and the definition of rolling demand Vs block demand Vs thermal demand.  This group estimated that the work is 25% complete.





Electronic Balloting-


The group voted 12 to 6 to continue to explore possibilities of voting electronically. There wasn’t much agreement on how or when it would be used.





Action: Participants will send comments to Augie Nevolo who will discuss briefly at 4/30 meeting.





Action: The subcommittee on changing standards will report on the NARUC study and other national activities and make a recommendation for the final report. Augie will post a proposal for discussion in the 4/30 plenary meeting.





Discussion of definitions: 


Several terms (grandfathering, interoperability, open architecture etc) were identified as needing a definition to keep everyone on the same page. 





Action: Kristov and Mazy will post a straw man set of definitions, Thursday, 4/9 for discussion at the 4/30 plenary.





Discussion of central listing of meters 


The recommendation is to have a CPUC database of compliant meters so that parties would not have to do multiple querying.





Agreement: Recommend in the report that a centralized database of meters compliant with DA requirements in California be created for reference by all market players. This list would not include proprietary information.





Discussion of password management: 


The issue is that the MSP should be the only entity responsible for changing the programming on the meter, but the MDMA will need read only access. 





Agreement: Security must be maintained at all levels of data exchange. All subgroups should address in their specific areas. (e.g. installation group should address physical security, meter seals, rings etc.) 





Action: Steering committee and Ed Quiroz need to put together a straw man of how security should be treated. Plenary will vote on 4/30.





Discussion of meters that are remanufactured, refurbished or repaired


Group agreed that in general standards agreed to should also apply to this type of meter. Additionally, there should be a labeling standard for this type of meter. For example if the meter is changed by an entity other than the original manufacturer, there needs to be a transfer of responsibility/liability from the original manufacturer to the “re-manufacturer.” 





Action: This item has been referred to the meter hardware subgroup.





Discussion of meter read requirements: What needs to be available: electromechanical where an individual can read the dials or the electronic should have a display of the cumulative kwh (at a minimum)





Agreement: all meters need to be read accessible. 





Action: Tim Vahlstrom will write up specific language and bring up in Meter Communications Subgroup.





Revisiting the voting rule: are dissenting votes required to explain reason. Several members of the group thought that this had already been voted on and did not need to be revisited. 





Action: Bill Buckley will check Robert’s Rules of Order Anthony Mazy will post an official proposal recommending a change in the voting rule for a possible vote on 4/30.
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