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I.  INTRODUCTION & BACKGROUND
In accordance with Rule 47 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the California Public Utilities Commission (Commission), the following parties:   Southern California Edison Company, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Itron, Commonwealth Energy, , Enron, CSC,  C3 Communications, New Energy,  [add other names on petition] (“Petitioners”), file this joint petition seeking to modify Decision 98‑12‑080, “Decision Regarding Permanent Standards for Metering and Meter Data” (December 17, 1998) to improve and add flexibility to the current validating, editing and estimating (“VEE”) rules.  

Decision 98-12-080 adopted standards for Metering and Data Communications in California’s new direct access market for electricity based primarily on recommendations in the Permanent Standards for Metering and Meter Data Used in Direct Access report (“PSWG report”) filed with the Commission by the  Permanent Standards Working Group (“PSWG”) on July 29, 1998.  In Decision 98-12-080 the Commission adopted selected materials from Section A of Appendix C-VEE of the PSWG  report and Attachment C-VEE-A, as the permanent VEE standards for interval meter data, and the materials from Section B of Appendix C-VEE and Attachment C-VEE-B of the PSWG report as the permanent VEE standards for monthly meter data.

Additionally the Commission outlined a process for market participants to evaluate the permanent VEE rules in operation and make additional recommendations for improvements to the VEE rules.
  While it has been more than a year since Decision 98-12-080 was issued, this additional time was necessary to allow the new market to become operational and enable market participants to fully evaluate proposals to improve the current VEE rules.
    The VEE Subcommittee of Rule 22 Tariff Review Group suggested a review of interval rules in April 1999 and a review of the monthly rules in June 1999.  In a parallel effort, the Meter Data Management Agents (“MDMA”) and VEE Issues Committee (“MAVI”) was formed as sub-committee of the Billing Business Rules (BBR) subgroup, and later became a new subgroup reporting directly to the Rule 22 Tariff Review Group in January 1999 to address MDMA and VEE issues.  On May 14, 1999, the MAVI Subcommittee issued the “MAVI Update, MDMA and VEE Issues report.  In this document, the MAVI Committee provided a detailed summary of its work, along with some recommended changes to the permanent VEE rules and an outline of areas requiring additional review.  

With this filing, Petitioners are following up on the work of the MAVI Subcommittee to request Commission approval of several enhancements to the current VEE rules to improve over all data quality.  Specifically, Petitioners request VEE rule changes to: (1) narrow the high/low usage check to between 75% and 125% as the standard pass/fail criteria, and (2) make revalidation of data mandatory for all MDMAs after estimating data.  Also,  Petitioners are requesting approval for several additions to the options available when estimating data.  While Petitioners do not support making any of the following proposals at all  required, Petitioners do seek approval for rule changes to:  (1)  provide MDMAs with the option of going back one year to find data appropriate for use in estimating; (2) provide MDMAs the option to take special customer holidays into account in estimating data; and (3) allow MDMAs to consider other special circumstances when estimating data such as fire, flood or other disaster, plant retrofit or bankruptcy.   If any of these rule changes are used to estimate data, the MDMA must record the estimation algorithm used as required by section 3.7 of the PSWG Appendix C-VEE.    

II.  DISCUSSION


Each of the proposals to improve the current VEE rules is discussed individually below.  The specific modifications requested are provided as a redline to the existing VEE rules and are attached as Appendix A to this filing.    

A. Rule Changes to Tighten the Data Estimation Process


1.
Narrow the high/low usage check

The high/low usage check identifies metered usage that is suspiciously high or low relative to historical usage.  The current rule is set at a 50% to 150%  pass/ fail criteria based on the original recommendation of the PSWG.
 However, as the California market has evolved, it is the recommendation of the Petitioners to narrow the high/low usage check to a 75% to 125% pass/fail criteria to provide more accurate validation results.  The Petitioners agree this change will improve billing accuracy, reduce the costs associated with the rebate/rebill process, and decrease unnecessary communication between market participants.
2.
Proposal to require revalidation of estimated data


To ensure that estimated data is accurate and conforms with established VEE rules, Petitioners request that the Commission approve a change in the current rules to require revalidation of estimated data.   Current VEE rule 3.6. in Appendix C-VEE of the PSWG Report provides that: “After all validation checks have been performed and required data has been estimated, optionally rerun validation checks to ensure reasonableness of estimates” (emphasis added).  Petitioners propose to modify this rule so that when data is estimated, MDMAs must perform the following checks, at a minimum, to the specific estimated data for the entire bill period:

i) Spike Check: Performed to identify intervals with suspiciously high usage relative to the surrounding intervals.

ii) High/Low Check: Performed to identify suspiciously high or low metered usage relative to historical usage.

iii) kVARh Check (Only when kVARh is used for billing purposes): Performed to identify intervals where reactive load (kVARh) is present and active load (kWh) is not, indicating a suspicious usage pattern and possible meter malfunction.

If data fails validation after estimation (i.e. the estimated interval fails one of the above checks) , it then must be manually verified for reasonableness. If data fails validation after estimation, and good meter readings are available, the estimated intervals must be scaled based on the meter readings as described in Section 4.3 of Attachment C-VEE-A of the PSWG Report.  This proposed modification of the rules is important because the mandatory revalidation of estimated data will improve the overall quality of estimated data and help ensure that the estimated data  conforms to all the VEE rules.

B.  Proposal to add Optional Data Estimation Procedures  


1.  Allow option of going back one calendar year when estimating interval data


Currently, the primary method for estimating data is to use data from the immediate billing period or from the previous 90 days.  While these will continue to be the first choice for estimating data, Petitioners propose adding to these choices the option of using data from the same billing period in the previous year for accounts where the primary method may not produce the most accurate estimated data.  The Petitioners agree that some customers’ usage may vary significantly from month to month due to summer or winter usage variations.  For example, if an MDMA is estimating data for the entire month of July, data obtained from the previous three months (April, May, or June) may not yield as accurate an estimate as data from July of the previous year.  As part of this proposal, a meter and data exception notice (“MADEN”) may be provided to communicate the use of this secondary option to all parties.  With this proposed rule change, Petitioners seek to decrease the costs associated with rebates and re-bills by making an additional tool available to increase the accuracy of usage estimates.

2.  Provide option of considering customer Special Holidays to estimate data

Petitioners propose modifying the existing VEE rules so that estimated data may be adjusted for customer special holidays.  This would permit an MDMA to take into account customer observation of a holiday not included in the published standard holiday list.  When an MDMA is aware that a customer is observing a holiday that is not an “Authorized Holiday”, the MDMA may use “Holidays Estimation” in place of “Like Days”.  In addition, an MDMA that is aware that a customer’s usage is not effected by a Standard Holiday (PSWG Report, Appendix C-VEE, Section 4.2) the MDMA could use “Like Days” estimation in place of Authorized Holiday estimation.  This change would not impose an obligation on an MDMA that is not aware of any special holidays celebrated by a customer to use anything other than the Standard Listed Holidays.  This “Special Condition” information would typically be determined during the verification process.  Adopting this special holiday treatment as an option will encourage more accurate estimates of customer usage in initial billings, so as to subsequently reduce costs associated with rebates and re-bills.


3.   Allow MDMAs to take Special Conditions into account when estimating data

Similarly, Petitioners propose to modify the rules to allow MDMAs to take into account known information regarding a special condition effecting a customer when estimating the customer’s usage. Some examples of special conditions include but are not limited to plant shut downs, disasters, re-tooling, and plant expansions.  This “Special Condition” information would typically be determined during the verification process.  Taking such known information into account by scaling estimates to reflect usage under the special condition will benefit all parties, MDMAs and customers alike, by providing for more accurate estimates and subsequently reducing the costs associated with rebates and re-bills.  

III.  CONCLUSIONS

For the foregoing reasons Petitioners respectfully request that the Commission approve the following five changes to the current VEE rules: (1) narrow the High / Low Usage check to 75% to 125% to provide more accurate validation results; (2) require revalidation of data by MDMAs estimating data; (3) modify the current rules for estimating data to give MDMAs the option of going back one year to find data appropriate for use in estimating; (4) provide MDMAs the option to take special customer holidays into account when estimating data; and (5) allow MDMAs to consider other special circumstances when estimating data such as fire, flood or other disaster, plant retrofit or bankruptcy.      

Respectfully submitted,

[INSERT PROPER CLOSING FORMAT, PROOF OF SERVICE, ETC]

ATTACHEMENTS

PSWG Appendix C-VEE Strike-Through Document.









































































































� D. 98-12-080, Ordering Paragraph 7, outlined a more condensed VEE rule review schedule.


� Commission Rules of Practice and Procedure, Rule 47(d), provides in part, that in a petition to modify  filed after more than one year has elapsed “the petition must also explain why the petition could not have been presented within one year of the effective date of the decision.”


� A complete description of the High / Low Check is described in Section A.3.5.1 of the CA Interval Data VEE Rules (Rev. 2.0) of the PSWG Report.


� A complete description of the Spike Check is described in Section A.3.4.4 of the CA Interval Data VEE Rules (Rev. 2.0) of the PSWG Report.


� A complete description of the High / Low Check is described in Section A.3.5.1 of the CA Interval Data VEE Rules (Rev. 2.0) of the PSWG Report.


� A complete description of the kVARh Check is described in Section A.3.4.5 of the CA Interval Data VEE Rules (Rev. 2.0) of the PSWG Report.





