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Docket Office


California Public Utilities Commission


505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2001


San Francisco, CA      94102





Re:  Docket R.94-04-031/I.94-04-032





Dear Docket Clerk:





Enclosed for filing in the above-entitled matter are the original and five copies of the COMMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION ON THE MARCH 25, 1998 REPORT OF THE UNIVERSAL NODE IDENTIFIERS SYSTEM WORKING GROUP (UNISWG).   Please return the extra copy in the enclosed, stamped, self-addressed envelope.
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�
Comments of the California Energy Commission 


on the March 25, 1998 Report of the 


Universal Node Identifier System Working Group (UNISWG)








The California Energy Commission (CEC) takes this opportunity to comment to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) on the report, "Recommendations for Implementing a Universal Node Identifier System (UNIS) for California's Electricity Market" (the Report), filed on March 25, 1998 by the CEC on behalf of the Universal Node Identifier System Working Group (UNISWG or Group).  





Section 1 of these Comments summarizes the CEC's reasons for recommending prompt action by the CPUC to direct parties to begin implementing the UNIS.  Section 2 describes a set of specific steps the CPUC should direct parties to perform.  Section 3 addresses several additional issues that were raised in the Report.





1.  Reasons to Begin UNIS Implementation Without Delay 





The CEC believes that the electricity market as a whole will benefit from a statewide system of permanent, unique identifiers that can be used to tie together all the parties involved in a direct access transaction.  Such a system will increase the efficiency of routine information exchanges, reduce possibilities for corruption of data (accidental or otherwise), simplify auditing procedures, and increase the certainty with which commercial disputes can be resolved.  By reducing the cost and uncertainty of energy transactions, the UNIS will facilitate a diverse, competitive, customer-choice marketplace.  





Establishing a basic, functional UNIS framework in 1998 does not require massive expenditures, major burdens on systems personnel, complex changes to existing UDC systems, or diversion of resources from other essential implementation activities.  Arguments that oppose the UNIS by asserting high costs or prohibitive system constraints are based on implementation schemes that are excessively complex or ambitious (for example, by proposing to remedy problems in existing UDC information systems).  By following the steps proposed in Section 2 below, the UNIS can be implemented initially as a stand-alone system at modest expense, without requiring linkages to existing UDC premise identifiers or customer information systems.  If any of the UDCs believe this set of steps would be too costly to implement, in terms of either dollars or personnel, then the market should be given the opportunity to perform UNIS implementation.  





The CEC believes that 1998 is the perfect window of opportunity for getting the basic UNIS up and running, for several reasons.  First, the formats of the essential information exchanges will all be subject to change based on early experiences with market operations.  Second, the number of direct access customers is still relatively small, so UNIS startup will involve tens of thousands of service delivery points (SDPs) rather than millions.  Third, other working group tasks (particularly DQI and PSWG) will be simplified once there is a definite time frame for UNIS implementation.  Once the CPUC directs parties to perform the steps identified below, all market participants and working groups can move efficiently and rapidly to incorporate the UNIS into their systems and market implementation activities.  Continued uncertainty or lengthy delays will only increase the cost and the complexity of implementing the UNIS.  





2.  Recommendations for Immediate CPUC Action





Overall the Report advances the UNIS implementation process by addressing the five questions raised by the CPUC in D. 97-12-090, and provides some additional useful ideas for consideration by parties as work on the UNIS continues.  The CEC believes, however, that the Report does not go far enough in identifying specific actions the CPUC should take to ensure the expedient and efficient implementation of the UNIS.  This section describes a set of specific steps which the CEC recommends for prompt action by the CPUC.  Taken together these steps will ensure the incorporation of the UNI number in essential information exchanges, the creation during 1998 of enough of the UNIS "skeleton" to realize substantial benefits of the system, and participation of the relevant parties in the continuing development of the UNIS.  





First and foremost, the CPUC should clearly state its intention to implement the UNIS without delay, and should direct parties to perform a number of fundamental activities to ensure that the skeletal elements of the UNIS are put in place and utilized by the market during 1998.  These activities are consistent with "The Reference Proposal" presented in Section 5.1 of the Report.  Beyond creating a functional, useful UNI system in an efficient, expedient manner, the emphasis here is to define implementation steps that will have minimal initial cost or impact on the already-stretched personnel resources of most parties.  Specifically, the CPUC should:





R1.  Direct UNISWG participants and other interested parties to move promptly to design the UNI number data field and develop the necessary rules and procedures to ensure that once UNI numbers are assigned they will be unique and permanent.  This can be done within the process recommended in Section 1.2 of the Report, with a CPUC-directed shift of emphasis toward these tasks.





R2.  Direct the UDCs to create the UNI field in all standardized DASR-related transactions.





R3.  Direct the UDCs to assign UNI numbers to all DASRs it has processed to date and on a continuing basis to all future DASRs, subject to the rules of permanence and uniqueness noted in R1 above.  This does not require the UDCs to link the new UNI numbers to any of their existing identifiers for service delivery points (SDPs), such as control numbers, site numbers, etc.  The UDCs can create these links using translation tables or some other means if they wish to do so, but the UNIS process should not be contingent upon the UDCs working out any problems that may exist with their existing SDP numbering systems.  Likewise this task does not require links to existing UDC customer information systems (CIS), and should not be hampered by any problems that exist with those systems.  





R4.  Direct the UDCs to incorporate the UNI field in all standardized meter data management (MDM) transactions.  





R5.  Direct the Permanent Standards Working Group (PSWG) to incorporate the UNIS into its recommended performance standards for MDM Agents (MDMAs).  





R6.  Direct the UDCs to maintain master lists of all existing direct access UNI numbers for SDPs on their distribution systems, to be readily accessible by all authorized parties (ESPs, the ISO, SCs and MDMAs at a minimum).  These lists will define the population of direct access SDPs which should all be accounted for in the energy usage data used for settlement.  





R7.  Direct the UDCs to create SDP records corresponding to each UNI number, containing the following information:


1-	the UNI number;


2-	the identity of the UDC;


3-	the physical location of the SDP (available via the DASR process);


4-	the identity of the ESP serving that SDP, with service start and end dates (also available via the DASR); the SDP record should allow for multiple ESP fields to record the history of ESP switches at the SDP.





The SDP records described here are essentially the same as those described as "The Core UNI System" in the Report (Section 4.4), except for the addition of item 4.  Inclusion of item 4 will ensure that the SDP records can support auditing of end-use data flows, as procedures for such audits are developed later this year by the Data Quality and Integrity Working Group (DQIWG).  As with recommendation R3 above, this task should not be subject to any of the constraints of pre-existing UDC information systems or SDP numbering systems.  These new SDP records can be created as a stand-alone database, and would require only information that is available from DASR transactions, thus avoiding the need to link with other UDC information systems.  





R8.  Direct the DQIWG to assume the existence of the UNIS as a given element to incorporate into its recommendations for addressing data quality and integrity problems.  





R9.  Endorse the proposed work plan contained in Section 1.2 of the Report, with modifications to accomplish the tasks described above.  Specifically, the following changes are needed:


1-	Parties should immediately address the design issues noted in R1 above.


2-	Parties should develop time lines and cost estimates for the implementation steps described in these recommendations.  Parties may also address options that supplement or enhance these steps, but any proposal that does not accomplish this set of tasks in 1998 would be unacceptable.  





R10.  Invite any interested party to express interest in performing the activities assigned here to the UDCs.  This would provide a market alternative to relying on the UDCs to perform essential UNIS implementation steps, in the event that their cost estimates or feasible time lines are not consistent with efficient implementation by the end of 1998.  Parties expressing such interest should, at this time, describe their capabilities to perform these tasks and give estimates of the time frame and resources involved.  





R11.  In anticipation of extending the UNIS to all SDPs in the UDC distribution systems, direct the UDCs to identify and exploit low-cost opportunities to create UNI numbers for non-direct-access SDPs.  For example, whenever new SDPs are created by the installation of new wires, UNI numbers should be assigned.  There are probably many instances where routine UDC activities can provide a vehicle for gradually labeling all SDPs with UNI numbers.  





R12.  Emphasize a forward-looking view of the UNIS by directing the parties designing the UNI data field and numbering rules to ensure that their design does not preclude expansion of the UNIS to incorporate gas SDPs or linking of the California UNIS with other states in a national system.





3.  Additional Issues Raised in the Report





Securing the cooperation of relevant parties (Sections 1.1 and 3.1).  While the Report stops short of recommending action by the CPUC, the CEC's recommendations above will directly ensure that certain types of parties — UDCs and MDMAs in particular — will cooperate and participate.  The steps described above will also make it relatively simple for ESPs to utilize UNI numbers, as they will be incorporated in all DASR and MDMA data transactions.  Similarly, if the DQIWG knows for sure that the UNIS will be functional by the end of the year, it will be able to design auditing and data tracking mechanisms without having first to figure out how to identify an uninterrupted audit trail from the end-use customer up to ISO level.  Finally, and most important, the CPUC's authority and decisiveness at this time will turn the UNIS from a "maybe" to a reality and provide the incentive for all parties to modify their systems promptly and efficiently.  





Regarding the cooperation of the ISO (Sections 3.1 and 3.2), the CEC believes that the value of the UNIS for tracking and auditing end-use data does not depend on whether or not the ISO decides to utilize the UNIS or participate in its development.  Although it is premature to predict what recommendations will come from the DQIWG in these areas, it is conceivable that auditing and data-tracking could be performed by an entity or entities created or contracted with for these functions, not by the ISO itself.  The important thing is that the UNIS be designed to serve these functions, and that scheduling coordinators (SCs) be required to support the "auditable data trail" which utilizes the UNIS.  The latter could be achieved by an ISO-imposed requirement on SCs to maintain UNI number lists associated with aggregated end-use data.  Such a requirement in itself would not commit the ISO to perform any further activity.  The CEC recommends that this idea be pursued within the DQIWG, in which the ISO is a participant.  Again, decisive CPUC action to move the UNIS forward would be a strong incentive for all parties to design systems and procedures which utilize it.  





Development of the SDP database by the UDCs (Sections 1.1 and 3.2).  While parties did agree that it would be best for the UDCs to do this, the UDCs have expressed varying degrees of constraints due to their existing systems and their available personnel resources.  Therefore at this time the CPUC should not decide once and for all that this must be a UDC role.  As noted in R10 above, the CPUC should consider alternatives to the UDCs if their cost estimates are too high or their operational constraints are too great to ensure implementation in 1998.  





SDG&E Proposal for a Pilot (Sections 1.2 and 5.2).  The CEC commends SDG&E's proposal to move forward with UNIS implementation, a decision which is based its perception of the value of the UNIS for its own activities.  Nevertheless, we must underscore the problem noted in the footnote to Section 5.2.3.  Specifically, a pilot UNIS that is limited to one UDC service territory may be more costly for everyone (except, of course, the non-participating UDCs) than a full-scale implementation for all UDC service territories would be.  Market participants have time and again expressed a need for procedural consistency among the UDCs and have in many instances worked diligently to achieve such consistency.  Imposing a new requirement for only one UDC service territory would likely elicit less than enthusiastic cooperation of these participants.  





Single UNIS versus Multiple UDC-UNI Subsystems (Sections 1.1 and 3.3).  At this point it is not necessary to make this decision, or to decide which elements should be responsibilities of the UDCs and which ones responsibilities of a single, central entity.  The steps described in Section 1 above can be begun immediately, and in the process the parties will learn more about how to design optimal long-term arrangements and whether or not a central entity is desirable for certain functions.  





PG&E's Feasibility Assessment (Sections 5.3).  PG&E points out that there are problems with its existing system of control numbers which make those numbers inappropriate for use as UNI numbers, and then concludes that the UNIS would cost at least $8 to 10 million for "system reprogramming and interface testing."  The CEC believes that the steps we propose in Section 2 above for implementing the UNIS as a stand-alone system, without relying on existing control numbers, would eliminate the need for the costly activities PG&E has in mind.  As for potential diversion of PG&E resources from other CPUC-mandated system changes, this problem should also be averted by following the implementation steps we have proposed.  If PG&E still asserts, after estimating the cost and time frame for these steps, that UNIS implementation would interfere with other essential system changes, then the CPUC should turn to the responses it receives to the solicitation mentioned in recommendation R10 above.  
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