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COMMENTS OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ON THE �MARCH 25, 1998, WORKSHOP REPORT ON �UNIVERSAL NODE IDENTIFIER SYSTEM





I.	INTRODUCTION


	Pursuant to the opportunity provided by the Commission in Decision 97-12-090, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) submits these comments on the Universal Node Identifier System (UNIS) workshop report filed with the Commission on March 25.  PG&E’s comments can be summarized as follows:


More work is needed to understand the costs and implementation requirements of UNIS





The Commission should gauge the interest and value to market participants before proceeding further with UNIS implementation





Systems impacts must be considered before setting any schedule for UNIS implementation





The results of the SDG&E pilot should be incorporated into UNIS design for the other UDCs


II.	PG&E SUPPORTS THE WORKSHOP REPORT’S CALL FOR FURTHER ANALYSIS BEFORE CHOOSING A UNIS IMPLEMENTATION PLAN


PG&E recognizes the intuitive benefits of a Universal Node Identifier System.  These benefits line up well with PG&E’s efforts to support the emerging Direct Access market.  A thoughtfully designed system may improve the chances for market participants to capture those benefits.  Ultimately, the UNI system could represent every single energy customer in California – no small undertaking.


The Universal Node Identifier System Working Group (UNISWG) has not yet provided any solid answers to the implementation questions posed by such a broad goal.  The UNISWG should be allowed time to present to the Commission and market participants proposals that are more descriptive, well-developed, and clearly illustrate the trade-offs involved under each proposal.  The first three steps outlined in Section 1.2 of the workshop report provide a process and timeline that PG&E expects will accomplish exactly that.


The UNISWG encountered some bumps along the road to making recommendations for a UNIS plan because group participants had difficulty adequately defining such plans.  Without sufficient scope behind any particular plan, the group could not make determinations of implementation requirements and costs, nor whether the benefits of any plan were cost-justified.


Given the nature of the ideas discussed during various UNISWG meetings, PG&E has estimated that the programming cost of identifying and linking various types of customer information to UNI numbers would be at least $8-10 million.  Designing and establishing a database of Service Delivery Points (SDPs) could be an additional $5 million.  This cost is likely to increase depending on the final scope of an adopted UNIS implementation plan.  The UNISWG does not yet have enough information to assess whether or not this would be a good investment for PG&E, its customers, or the ESPs serving its customers.


Furthermore, the UNISWG has not adequately discussed any meaningful long-term alternatives.  There may well be other forms of UNIS implementation that deliver benefits more efficiently than the example presented in the workshop report.  For example, to help reduce unaccounted for energy (UFE), it is possible to use statistical sample of meter sockets instead of an entire universe.


THE COMMISSION SHOULD GUAGE INTEREST IN THE UNIS BEFORE PROCEEDING FURTHER


Other than FirstPoint Utility Solutions and ORA, no customer or ESP representative has expressed any strong interest in UNIS nor given any indication of their willingness to pay for UNIS implementation.  It is unfortunate but understandable that customers and ESPs are under-represented in UNISWG.  PG&E takes this as a signal that UNIS is not a high priority for them at this time.  However, before making any policy decision on UNIS implementation, the Commission must take into account the impacts  on these stakeholders and be satisfied that all market participants support this expensive undertaking.


THE SYSTEMS IMPACTS OF UNIS MUST BE CONSIDERED BEFORE SETTING A SCHEDULE FOR UNIS IMPLEMENTATION





PG&E  faces a host of other Direct Access implementation issues that are of higher priority than UNIS because of statutory, regulatory or market requirements.  Examples include dynamic load profiling, revenue cycle service credits, meter services unbundling for accounts less than 20 kW, and electric component-based billing.  In the near-term, PG&E cannot add further system-related Direct Access implementation projects without delaying implementation of one or more of the issues above.  Thus the Commission should consider these impacts before establishing any schedule for implementation of the UNIS concept.


COST ESTIMATES AND DATA MODELS LISTED IN THE REPORT’S APPENDIX ARE UNSUPPORTED AND UNREALISTIC


As mentioned above, PG&E’s minimum cost estimate for UNIS implementation is $8-10 million, with an additional $5 million for establishing a database of SDPs.  The cost estimates and structure of the alternative model presented in the appendix of the UNISWG report are inconsistent and were developed without input from PG&E.  As such, those estimates do not represent a credible or viable means of UNIS implementation.  This area of work is exactly where the UNISWG should focus its attention in the coming months.


THE SDG&E PROPOSAL FOR A UNIS PILOT IS A GOOD FIRST STEP


The workshop report describes SDG&E’s proposal for a limited test of a possible UNI system.  Such a test could provide valuable information on the appropriate scope and expected implementation costs and benefits of a broader roll-out of UNIS.  SDG&E has started to move ahead with its proposal.  The Commission should ensure that the information gathered from this pilot can be used in other applications of UNIS.
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�
CONCLUSION


D. 97-12-090 ordered the formation of UNISWG and posed several questions for it to answer.  The Commission has yet to extend the group’s charter to making formal recommendations on specific implementation plans.  The workshop report appropriately requests that authority.  Even before it is granted, UNISWG plans to develop and calculate costs for some options for UNIS implementation.  The results of this investigation promise to provide a meaningful analytical base from which to chart a future course for UNIS.
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