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Next Meeting





Wednesday June 3, San Francisco.  


Meeting agenda will focus on the assigned near-term proposals identified in Item 1 below.  





Today's Handouts


Interim Solution - Proper Reporting of Actual Energy Use - Barbara Baldwin


Unaccounted-for Energy (UFE) Tracking - Caxton Rhodes


PX Operations - Kendra Heinicke (will be distributed by Kendra via e-mail)








1.  High-priority issues identified for near-term or interim solutions  





DQIWG is perceived by many parties as purely long-term in focus, rather than capable of dealing with immediate market operation issues.  There is a strong need for DQIWG to provide interim solutions now to certain problems.  These issues cannot wait for a final report to the CPUC and the CPUC's resolution of the issues.  





For example, there is no recourse to deal with "bad" (incompetent or fraudulent) behavior that does not get fixed.  Some instances seem to be start-up problems such as bad data being passed, and these are being addressed in ad hoc fashion at the initiative of the parties involved.  In such cases the rest of the market needs to know about the problem so that all parties can comply with the prescribed solution.  





Example:  One ESP not able to read meter data formats received from UDC-MDMAs, received different formats from each UDC, and had to solve problem quickly.  Technically the ESP was in default because it did not provide bill ready data to the UDC for consolidated billing in the time required.  But this was really a start-up problem, not an ESP default.  





In the case of meter data just described, there is an agreed-upon protocol that was not working for some reason.  This group should not be concerned with performance problems where there are agreed-upon standards, i.e., immediate operational issues where a basis for solution already exists.  For example, the meeting set up by Julie Blunden for 5/8 represents an ad hoc group assembled to address immediate problems.  DQIWG meeting every 3-4 weeks not adequate for these problems.





In other cases there is no existing protocol or standard that addresses the issue, so the DQIWG should focus on identifying a need and developing the missing standards.  E.g., create periodic monitoring reports on how well data handling procedures are being followed.  





Approach and Work Agreements





Members of the DQIWG agreed to the following approach.  We would identify several near-term "projects" for this group and assign lead individuals to develop proposals for consideration at the next DQIWG meeting.  Any party who wishes to participate in a particular project should contact the lead individual as soon as possible.  Draft proposals are to be distributed to the group no later than Wednesday May 27.  





Consistency Principle.  Whatever is defined to apply ESPs should also apply to UDCs & all other appropriate market participants.  





The specific topics are:  





(1)  Performance monitoring of existing standards for MDMAs.  All MDMAs should be following the standards the same way, all the time.  By the end of the 6/3 meeting, the DQIWG proposal should be developed enough to present to the June 16 UDC-MDMA meeting, where parties could review, modify and adopt it.  


Lead:  Nabil Rafail, SCE (rafailnb@sce.com)





(2)  Accurate reporting of energy usage, particularly settlement-ready (SR) data provided to ISO.  This project will involve revising the proposal discussed at today's meeting (see Item 2 below).  


Lead:  Barbara Baldwin, SDG&E (bbaldwin@sdge.com)





(3)  ESP or SC default or major failure to perform.  For example, the ESP goes out of business, or fails to schedule energy for its customers.  There needs to be a formal communication process, so that all relevant parties find out quickly and the customer is switched to UDC bundled service.  When this happens the SC probably finds out first because the ESP does not schedule energy.  


Lead:  Paul Nelson, SCE (nelsonpd@sce.com) 





(4)  Data corrections & revisions; documentation of these and communication to affected parties.


Lead:  Mark Schindel, SCE (schindme@sce.com)





(5)  Documentation & communication of policies, procedures, problem solutions, etc., to ensure consistency.  Every time there is a new problem scenario and parties agree on solution, it should be documented & disseminated across the market.  


Lead:  Dan Barber, PG&E (dpb2@pge.com)





(6)  Informing other working groups of DQIWG efforts.  Announcement of DQIWG effort on the above topics will be sent to all other working group "exploders," with the message in the body of the email rather than an attachment.  


Lead:  Lorenzo Kristov, CEC (lkristov@energy.state.ca.us)  





(7)  Linkages with ISO and PX.  Kendra Heinicke (PX:  klheinicke@calpx.com) and Debi LeVine (ISO:  dlevine@caiso.com) are the designated contact persons.  





(8)  Dispute resolution re MDMA issues.  What if a dispute cannot be resolved between the two parties?  The preference is to rely on the terms of the commercial agreement, but there may not be commercial terms between parties which define the resolution process.  If there is a tariff violation it can go to the CPUC, & the ESP could lose registration.  Parties agreed this problem should be handled by existing procedures, so the topic was dropped for now.  





(9)  Customer switch time reconciliation.  This problem was solved in the MDMA-UDC group.  Switch time will be midnight, except if a new meter is installed, then it's the meter install time.  








2.  Interim proposal for detecting under-reporting of usage data





Barbara Baldwin described events since last DQIWG meeting.  There was a conference call requesting a consistent UDC approach to this problem, and a follow-up meeting to develop the proposal presented here today, by Jeff Cresap (SDG&E), which will be circulated to wider ESP world after next round of revision (e.g., at SCE's May 14 meeting with ESPs).    





The intention is to minimize UFE by ensuring all Direct Access meters are accounted for in the settlement-ready (SR) aggregated data reported to ISO, so that all parties are charged correctly for their energy usage.  The UDCs are required by CPUC to develop an interim solution to the problem (see RSIF decision, D. 97-12-090).  This interim solution would eventually be replaced by the permanent arrangements developed by DQIWG.  





Before the market started SDG&E contacted SCs to confirm that they knew which meters they would be reporting data for.  Some ESPs objected to the UDCs directly contacting a party which is a contractor to the ESP (i.e., the SC), rather than going through the ESP.    





SDG&E's roposed solution.  ESPs regularly send to UDCs the same SR data that their SC is providing to the ISO for settlement.  Since UDCs have all the individual meter data (validated, as posted on MDM server), they can recalculate and verify what the SR data file should look like.  SDG&E asserts that UDCs can do this using systems already built, and can then report to the ISO if there is a discrepancy.  Frequency of this calculation?  UDCs should receive data & process it on same frequency the data is sent to ISO, i.e., daily.  





Discussion  





The SC will generally be reporting data that is aggregated across several ESPs, in which case each ESP could only provide its own shares of the reported aggregate usage values.  An ESP cannot require its SC to provide aggregated data which includes other ESPs.  





When a discrepancy is found, the ESP should be the first party informed, to allow an opportunity for the discrepancy to be cleared up before triggering a more formal inquiry.  





Symmetry Principle.  There should be follow-up to a discrepancy regardless of the direction, i.e., whether there was under-reporting or over-reporting of usage.    





The UDC check should be a random spot check rather than 100 percent.  It could be a major burden on UDCs to check all data.  UDCs would have to perform all the steps from MDM server output to SR data that is sent to ISO -- apply load profiles and distribution loss factors, and then aggregate by ESP and take-out point.  PG&E seems to disagree with SDG&E's assertion that this can be easily done for 100 percent of the data using existing UDC systems.    





While the UDCs may agree on the type of information they want to receive, they do not have a common plan for analyzing the data.  SCE's approach will differ somewhat from SDG&E's -- it will look at data on a cumulative basis rather than daily.  There is common agreement on how the data comes in, but there is no standard approach for how frequently the check should be done.  





It was not the intent of the CPUC for UDCs to continually check all SR data.  ESPs will not be willing to provide all SR data to UDCs forever.  ESPs do not want UDCs to be in the role of regulating ESPs.  





Must distinguish competence vs fraud.  ESPs first have to demonstrate competence in handling of data.  Once that is done, then some kind of spot check for SR data is appropriate to detect fraud, i.e., random auditing.  The specification of this effort should be consistent with CPUC objective -- to make sure ESPs perform competently and do not cheat.  In response to the spot check idea, SCE said that this is not the best way to detect fraud.  Better approach is to establish continuous monitoring to identify a potential problem and trigger a follow-up audit.  





SDG&E position.  Until some other party is identified to implement auditing process to prevent fraud (i.e., recommendations to come out of DQIWG) it is the UDCs' responsibility to ensure accurate reporting.  According to ISO tariff, the SC has obligation to ensure SR data is accurate & is responsible for misreporting.  If a UDC finds a problem in preliminary settlement statement, e.g., the UFE allocation is too large, then the UDC goes back to SC & ISO.  But the ISO never goes below SC level, to monitor and ensure accuracy of data being sent to the SCs.  Of course when there is an identified need to audit a SC, the ISO's designated auditor will have to go back to the MDMA validated data to verify the accuracy of the SR data.  





The UDCs actually want the data SCs send to ISO, disaggregated by ESP.  SCs could provide SR data to the ISO disaggregated by ESP, but SCs are not intending to do that.  ESPs should suggest how UDCs can get proof of what SR data is sent to ISO for settlement.    





What is the ISO plan for SC auditing?  ISO is in process of developing audit team, but cannot say what the status is at present.  The ISO will hold a stakeholder process for developing the solution, once there is a draft proposal.  Should be happening soon.  





Policy question.  Who should oversee fraud in market place?  There is concern about the ISO becoming a monopoly over an area of service that should be competitive, i.e., MDMA services, and about the ISO taking on a role as regulator or overseer.  Best place to implement procedures for verifying data accuracy may be in the middle market, i.e., SCs and ESPs.  





Next Steps





Subgroup under the lead of Barbara Baldwin will develop the next draft of this proposal, to be distributed to the DQIWG no later than 5/27.  The following issues have to be addressed in the revision:  


1.  Under-reporting of usage data to the ISO could be due to the SC as well as the ESP.  Is this proposal intended to check on SC performance as well as ESP?  Or is SC reporting accuracy the problem of the ISO?  The group has not involved SCs in this discussion yet, but should have their input.  This could occur through the SC forum at ISO (Debi LeVine to check on data and agenda of next meeting), and/or at the May 13 SCUG meeting (next SCUG after that is June 24.)  


2.  Consistency among UDCs in how they're performing the check.  


3.  Specify what is to be contained in the data that has to be reported.    


4.  Distinguish competence from fraud, and design appropriate checks for each.  


5.  Reciprocity.  The process should apply to all parties in the same manner.  However, it may not be feasible for this interim procedure to check on the aggregated usage reported by UDCs to PX.  Question, then, is how should the reciprocity requirement apply in the near term?  


6.  Symmetry of discrepancy -- correct for over-reporting as well as under-reporting of usage.  








3.  Tracking UFE - Caxton Rhodes





Everyone should think of UFE as defined by this formula:  


UFE = G + I - E - T - Lcm - Lrt.


G = sum of measured generation 


I = sum of measured imports


E = sum of measured exports


T = total estimated transmission losses


Lcm = sum of measured usage based on application of load profiles to cumulative monthly data


Lrt = sum of measured usage based on hourly interval meter data.


"Top-down" measure = G + I - E - T


"Bottom-up" measure = Lcm + Lrt


UFE = (Top-down) minus (bottom-up).





Load-profiling error.  Originally it was intended to estimate this by a mathematical formula, so that it could be allocated just to load-profiled customers.  But for now it's on a back burner.  The mathematical model identified for this purpose turned out not to provide an accurate method for allocating UFE.





Allocation.  For each UDC service territory, on an hourly basis, calculate UFE as above.  Then allocate pro rata shares to all SCs operating in that territory, based on their total loads plus exports.





CPUC's LP decision requires UDCs to (1) apprise the CPUC of ISO's effort to control UFE -- the ISO will only be concerned with accurate calculation and allocation; and (2) develop plans to install new meters at strategic points on T & D systems, e.g., at substations, to detect UFE (up-stream metering) -- this would allow more accurate calculation of DLF.  This is an expensive proposition, however.  





UFE Report Schedule:  preliminary by 8/10; follow-up by 11/13.  UDCs may or may not file joint report.





PG&E's August 10 report to include:  (1) UFE calculation verification, including ISO input verification (generation and end-use meter data); based on simulated meter data, UFE was 35 percent of total market and was negative, suspect due to missing generation data.  Now waiting for ISO to collaborate on analysis of problem via study of March 8 test data.  (2) UFE summary for April & May data, including $ value based on day-ahead, hour-ahead & ex post prices.  (3) Preliminary insights and obvious problems.  Most info. for this report will be provided by ISO, specifically:  UFE deviation file for each SC; master file of resources serving each UDC; copies of Price Waterhouse audit of the ISO settlement system software, which verifies accuracy of UFE calculation procedure; ISO working on query to see if resources are reporting data corresponding to scheduled generation.  





PG&E November 13 report will provide additional data up through July, plus recommendations for up-stream metering.  





General UFE tracking concerns should be primarily addressed through the DQIWG.  








4.  PX Perspective - Kendra Heinicke





Settlements & Billing Department of PX serves as financial intermediary between ISO and PX participants.  





Day-ahead market does most of the business.  This is necessary because if too many generators withhold from day-ahead market to game the real-time market, there is no way for the ISO to assess congestion in advance.  





Real-time market reconciles differences between day-ahead schedules and actual usage.  Price for incremental energy is determined through bids for supplemental energy & A/S.  Metering data is required to determine actual amounts of energy used & generated.  





Metering.  PX receives metered usage data from participants (settlement-ready data is required), validates it, sends to ISO, receives ISO metering data.  PX checks that all meters are accounted for, i.e., all meters that are scheduled report actual usage.  Scheduling date is Day 0; Operating date is Day +1; Meter data due to PX from participants Day +38; Meter data due to ISO from PX Day +41; Meter data available from ISO Day +46.  These are all calendar days, not business days.  





PX has 4200 take-out points to which it aggregates data.  There is only one SC per take-out point in the PX settlement system, so there is no further disaggregation required to allocate charges to PX participants.  





ISO charge types to PX include real-time energy, A/S, ISO administrative, etc.  E.g., replacement reserves make up difference between ISO forecast for the entire grid and scheduled energy.  





Energy Deviations.  (1) Instructed -- PX instructs deviations from schedule according to bid inc/dec prices; (2) Non-Instructed -- initiated by participants.  








5.  DQIWG Work Plan





Comments on draft DQIWG Report Outline distributed by Lorenzo Kristov.  





Build more recommendations into Section 5, so there is greater continuity between concepts and recommendations.  





Build in short-term solutions that will be developed over the next month, per Item #1 above.  





Timing.  Recognize this report will be incomplete, because market will evolve and solutions will evolve as we learn more.  Standard data exchanges are all being modified.  





Interim Report could be issued late July, incorporating the topics identified this morning for near-term resolution.  This report would also indicate next steps, planned follow-up report, etc.  





What value does DQIWG add to the market?  Topics identified this morning -- nobody has come up with solutions to these problems.  Should state more forcefully that this group will develop solutions for the interim that market participants will follow, as well as a long-term proposal.  





Establish a procedure for resolving certain issues that may apply to ESPs, but may not be dealt with through CPUC or other regulatory venue.  How can such a process be set up to solve market problems?  





Next Steps





Lorenzo Kristov will revise the outline to incorporate the above discussion and other suggestions from DQIWG participants.  Parties should send comments on the previous version to Lorenzo as soon as possible (lkristov@energy.state.ca.us).
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