Rule 22 Tariff Review Group Agenda

Wednesday, June 30, 1999, 10 a.m. – 2 p.m.

77 Beale St., Room 308 (PG&E)

Objectives of This Meeting

· Review progress by OCC subcommittees since June 2 meeting

· Prioritize, discuss and resolve individual tariff concerns as necessary
AGENDA

Introductions


Agenda Items

· Update on Standardized “Letter of Agreement” (UDC representatives)


· What progress has been made since our June 2 meeting?

· Update on Dual Billing vs. ESP Consolidated Billing (PG&E)


· Discuss developments since June 2 meeting

· Proposed Changes to Streamline Rule 22  (Don Fellows, Edison)

· At last month’s meeting, participants agreed to review the document and be prepared to discuss “next steps” at this meeting.  

· Discussion of Proposal to Modify Decision 98-12-080 (Permanent Meter Standards)

See attached statement of the issue.  Can we resolve this in the Rule 22 framework?

· Reports from Operations Coordinating Committee (OCC) Sub-groups
Active Sub-groups
Inactive Sub-groups

Meter Specific Services (Teresa Acuna)
SDP Implementation Group

MAVI (vacant)
DASR Consistency/Account Maintenance

Internet EDI Group (Jim Price)

· Recommendation for common protocol 
Operations Manual/Documentation


STEP

Billing Business Rules (Chris Alba)

· Update regarding MADEN development (Janie Mollon)





Meter Usage Data (Jim Price)


EDI implementation activities


Schlumberger, TransData, and ABB would like to make the following proposal at the Rule 22 meeting June 30.  (Write-up provided by Kathy Smith [ABB])

This is a technical meter issue, so please have the appropriate people review it and provide you with their comments and input prior to the meeting, or bring them to the meeting.

Background:

Decision 98-12-080 states that  "If, however, a Type 2 optical port is used, that port will need to meet the C12.18 standard".  The language could be interpreted in different ways.  As it specifically refers to the port, it can be interpreted to just require the physical characteristics of a Type 2 optical port as described in C12.18.  It could also be interpreted to require all the sections of C12.18, which also include some layers of protocol.  We would like this to be clarified as only requiring the physical port characteristics for the reasons described below.

I've discussed the best way get this clarification with Steve Roscow, and his recommendation was to work through Rule 22.  We are open to whatever mechanism is best suited to this issue, but need to have the matter resolved as quickly as possible.

Proposal:

The reason for requiring C12.18-1996 is to provide a level of interoperability between meter reading equipment with optical probes and meters with Type 2 Optical Ports.  The industry today reaches that level of interoperability with the combination of the physical requirements of C12.18 (found in section 4.8 and its subsections) and the use of the I command, which is not a part of C12.18.  The I command is a standardized request by the meter reading equipment to the meter that allows it to identify the type of meter.  It then uses the meter's protocol for all further communication with the meter.  A meter which today met C12.18 but did not incorporate the I command would not be compatible with today's meter reading systems.

The other sections of C12.18 (4.2 through 4.7) deal with "protocol" issues, not hardware compatibility.  In and of themselves, they do not increase the interoperability of metering equipment.  According to section 1 of C12.18, "The protocol specified in this document was designed to transport data in table format."  Without a standardized table format , the protocol alone does not further interoperability as the meter reading equipment still has to manage each meter's differences.

In Decision 98-12-080, dated December 17, 1998, the CPUC required that meter products with Type 2 Optical Ports meet C12.18, but specifically did not require a standardized table format (such as C12.19).  

The joint parties propose that the decision be clarified to require that meter products with Type 2 Optical Ports must meet the physical port requirements of C12.18 (specifically section 4.8 and its subsections), and that the protocol requirements in C12.18 are optional (specifically sections 4.2 through 4.7).  This clarifies the CPUC's stated goals of the interoperability provided by C12.18 without standardized table formats while still promoting competition in the marketplace.

