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Next Meeting





Proposed:  Wednesday July 8, San Francisco (PG&E).





Discussion:  On June 3, DQIWG participants decided on Tuesday July 7 for the next meeting, to be held in the LA area (site to be determined by SCE).  Subsequent to that decision, parties at the Rule22/CDT Subgroup meeting informed me that Rule 22 will meet on Tuesday July 7 (and on the first Tuesday of every month), and requested that the next DQIWG meeting be coordinated with Rule 22 as follows:


	- Tuesday July 7 -- Rule 22 Tariff Review Group


	- Wednesday July 8 -- DQIWG


	- Thursday July 9 -- Customer Data Transactions (CDT) Subgroup of Rule 22


Location for all three meetings:  San Francisco (PG&E).





DQIWG members, please let me know asap if you have any problems with this arrangement.  Lorenzo Kristov, tel: 916 654 4773, or email:  LKristov@energy.state.ca.us








DQIWG Actions





1.  Formed an Audit Team to develop a straw proposal on auditing to bring back to the entire DQIWG for discussion.  Derek Stevenson (SDG&E:  dstevens@sdge.com)





2.  Formed a Penalty Team to address the question of penalties and other measures to be used  when MDMA performance problems are discovered.  Nabil Rafail (SCE:  rafailnb@sce.com) 








Discussion of DQIWG Work Process





Comments.  Effort is going slow, hard to focus.  Last meeting was good, topics well chosen, but follow-up effort needs to be improved.  We should write down all group decisions on the board to create an unambiguous record of our agreements.  





Fundamental challenge here is that no one is the integrator of all restructuring activities.  Lots of people in other groups are wondering what each other is doing.  DQIWG needs a clear statement of purpose and dialogue with other groups.  Important to get the word out.  Although we're not final integrators of all activities, we should have enough expertise in this group to keep informed about what the others doing or not doing. 





Part of charge of this group is to identify gaps in information flows.  Must try to integrate the big picture, to be sure everything flows through the process correctly, in a timely manner.  Look at the broad picture to see that everything is working right.  This group must deal with things that fall through the cracks elsewhere.  





As an example of a successful working group effort, SCG initiated group of ESPs (Alliance) with specific topics to address each time.  In contrast, Rule 22 effort is so broad it's impossible to get focused.  Started to form sub-committees, e.g., CDT, which is trying to solve specific problems, better than overall global group.  





This group is not here to solve every problem, but to address the major elements of data flows.  Some parites expect we will get into minutiae of problems, while others think we will not get into minutiae, but must set up procedures for detecting problems, then send specifics to other groups to solve.  Find places where process is not working, then identify need for solution.  





Full treatment of EDI does not belong here, but there are DQI aspects of EDI that we need to be aware of, e.g, gaps in the process where EDI may be part of the solution.  EDI is not just a set of transactions, it is an approach to data flows.  





Some parties argued that short-term operational issues are being handled in other forums, so our focus should be on things to be implemented in 1999.  The general will of the group, however, was to move ahead on the topics identified last time.  These represent areas where the group could develop real recommendations.  We might spend a session working on one item, say MDMA performance monitoring, and draft a recommendation, so that the group would deliver a product.  Then take the next few issues & do the same thing.  





In summary there was general agreement on a dual role for DQIWG:  maintaining a big picture overview of information flows and groups working on related issues, plus developing solutions to near-term problems, specifically the ones identified last time as needing near-term solutions.  





Parties wanted to postpone the choice of a Target Date for our Report to the CPUC to next time.








Linda Jenkins Presentation





Auditing Principles (see handout).  Linda Jenkins:  lkj@lkjassociates.com





Identify groups to be audited - ESPs, UDCs, etc.  Maybe they will need to audit each other.


Independent audit committee - to ensure representation of diverse interest groups, including general public as well as firms participating in the market.  


Look at how each entity to be audited is set up.  Then look at overall system, how they interact within it, the systems each one uses, etc.  


Main area where variations can occur is in the calculations each entity performs.  


May have different standards for each group, different audit requirements.  Look at both their operating agreements and their internal operations.


Make sure all calculations on bills are accurate; this is one target for audit.  





Presentation generated lots of controversy over who may be allowed to see what (i.e., internal processes versus data submitted to another party), who has audit authority, reciprocity issues, how to cover costs, etc.  These issues cannot be resolved now, but need to be considered as the DQIWG moves forward to develop its proposals.  





The group decided to establish an Audit Team to develop audit proposal, including how auditing should be paid for.  The Team must bring its proposal to this group, not go off and develop full-blown proposal that this group just gets to vote on, to be sure adequate discussion involves the entire group.  





Audit Team:  Derek Stevenson (chair; dstevens@sdge.com), Dan Barber (PG&E), Enron, Jim Knik (SCE), Glen Perez (ISO), Linda Jenkins.  





Topics for Team to address:  Who should audit?  How should costs be funded?  What is the general approach?  What alternatives exist?  Intentions & expectations of the Team, i.e., scope of work.  Bring back broad-brush approach for full group to review.  Principles to be incorporated by the Team:  Simplicity.  Market-driven.  Reciprocity.  Utilize existing processes.  








Under-Reporting of Usage -- SCE approach to comply with CPUC direction





Jim Knik (knikjr@sce.com), Jim Scarfuto (scarfujb@sce.com)





The three major UDCs met to develop common data requirement, but did not agree on common procedures for analyzing the data.  Last time presented common approach to data requirement, plus SDG&E approach to analyzing the data.  SCE approach goes further.





SCE has developed a three phase approach:





1.  Reconcilication.  ESPs provide daily "settlement-ready" (SR) data for all DA customers - the same data as presented to ISO, which could come from ESP directly or from SC on ESP's behalf.  SCE performs its own calculations on end-use meter data to try to duplicate ESP-reported data.  Comparison to be done at the level of ISO zone totals.  





2.  Decision.  Where reconciliation reveals inaccuracy, determine whether additional analysis is needed.  Although daily data will be compared, the approach is to look for trends or accumulated inaccuracies over time, not to investigate all daily discrepancies which may tend to cancel out over time.  A major discrepancy or a minor one that represents a recurring pattern would lead to further analysis.  





3.  Detailed Analysis.  Where decision phase indicates a need, compare current reported usage under Direct Access against historical usage as a UDC customer.  Analysis would also examine the time profile of usage to see if there is a shift in consumption pattern.  SCE's analysis would try to develop explanations of what's happening.  If unable to explain or reconcile, then contact the ESP to set up meeting to work together to reconcile.





Throughout process, maintain complete records.  Report findings both to ESP management and to internal UDC management.





Advantages of SCE Process.  Addresses many of the possible circumstances leading to under-reporting.  Likely to detect many smaller instances if there is a repeated pattern.  Can detect a problem without regard to the cause.  Can operate at relatively low cost, as most programming utilizes existing systems and available data, utilizes ESP data on same time frame and format as submitted to ISO.  Minimizes disruptions to ESP business activities.  Just by having system in place it discourages inaccurate reporting.  Identification of errors will discourage repetition of these errors.  





Implementation.  Have had positive input from many ESPs, but server is still not ready to go.  Want to have a fully protected server, so nobody can hack in.  Jim Scarfuto reported previously that there would be enough time to establish secure server by June 1, but not ready yet.  Some data is now coming in over email, for the purpose of validating information flow protocols.  





In contrast to the SCE approach, the SDG&E approach would attempt to detect and resolve daily discrepancies.  However, SDG&E is lagging behind SCE in implementing this approach, and may decide to revise it along the lines of SCE's.  





Discussion.  What kinds of coordination among UDCs will there be?  Suggestion that SCE provide its data formats to other UDCs to allow common data provision procedures for all UDCs to be set up by ESPs.  Would UDCs be willing to work with ESPs on methodology for analyzing the data?





Approach has been to detect conditions that can result in mis-reporting of load data, not a focus on UFE specifically.  Equation for UFE involves lots of elements, only one of which is mis-reporting.  Regarding daily data, consider the fact that ESPs have to produce data daily anyway and can easily hand it over to UDCs, so more efficient from a systems standpoint.  If system for reviewing data is looking for trends then daily input fits the process better.  In lieu of a purely technological solution to the problem, if data must be compared in order to reduce risk, SCE believes there should not be an ability to escape basic comparison of data.  Real issue is not how long this process will continue, but who will do it in the future in a permanent solution.  UDCs did not ask for the job, so this is only an interim approach to comply with the CPUC directive.





Proposal is to receive data from ESPs - both aggregated to be sent to SC/ISO and at individual customer level as posted by MDMA.  This seems like a weak link because data is provided by ESP both times -- directly if the ESP is its own MDMA, or indirectly if the ESP contracts out its MDMA services.  SCE points out, however, that there are many processing steps in between the two stages, which could also be sources of errors.  Another potential problem is that the data reporting requirement by ESPs to SC is not standardized, and may need to be.  Also, seems to be instances of audits being triggered where reason for it is not clear (decision phase).  SCE would do examination of customer data but only internally to SCE, not going into ESP.  





The ISO intends to calculate UFE but will not perform the kind of reconciliation proposed by SCE.  The ISO is developing an approach to auditing data reported by SCs, so eventually there will be complementarity between the ISO and the UDC approaches.  





One controversial issue is daily reconciliation vs. bigger time period.  The crux of issue is the dispute window - 8 days - during which a dispute can be raised.  This means that certain things can slip through and escape the opportunity to dispute.  Question -  Is the 8 day window being reconsidered?  The PX has same time frame.  PX has recently extended the period by 2 days to accommodate dispute processes for interim, but this change is not official or permanent.





PG&E reported that it is lagging in this process because of system constraints, so cannot commit resources to this right now.  Agree with SCE methodology but still considering how to proceed.  Intend for data requirements (time frames and formats) to be consistent for all UDCs.  Will give a presentation to Western Power Trading Forum on this subject (June 24 at Sacramento Hyatt).  In talking with SCs, one issue ot how to separate settlement ready meter data into separate ESP totals.  SCs also question authority of UDCs to ask for this data.  





Steve Lango (SDG&E, slango@sdge.com) talked briefly about the SDG&E approach.  The handout is a more conceptual presentation than SCE's.  Second page shows specifics of SDG&E approach.  Emphasizes temporary nature of this solution.  Now thinking about July 1 start date, but not sure.  Still need to develop protocols for secure server.  





UFE was 3-4% before restructuring.  Now it varies all over, sometimes even negative.  Source of these results have not yet been indentified for certain.  SCE suspects errors in G measurements, but this is speculative.  





Some parties noted that there is not necessarily a real problem yet, even though we do not have a good idea about what's causing the data glitches mentioned above.  In response, SCE pointed out that the UDCs have to comply with the CPUC order, even though we do not yet have evidence on the actual levels of UFE in the market.  The proposals offered here are designed to comply with the CPUC, to capture instances that represent potential fraud.     





There is another group on "Revenue Protection and Energy Theft," which will come up with a proposal soon to be presented to UDCs and ESPs for approval.  Next meeting June 9.  








MDMA Performance Monitoring





Nabil Rafail (SCE; rafailnb@sce.com)





General discussion.  Some argued that the market would take care of MDMA performance, because ESPs need the data for doing business and if the MDMA fails to perform the ESP could switch MDMAs, or in case of a violation of tariff file a complaint at the CPUC.  But MDMA performance is not purely a contractual matter between ESP and MDMA because other parties in the market depend on the same MDMA data for determining payments. 





Proposal would apply to UDC-MDMAs same as independent MDMAs.  But a question is who would check on UDC-MDMAs.  The UDC could go through the monitoring form and check all the criteria for MDMA data delivered to the UDC.  The report could be a self-monitoring report filled in by the MDMA itself.  Then there needs to be provisions for what to do in case parties disagree on that the report says.  If the MDMA disagrees it can go back to the original raw data to check whether processing was done properly.  





Access to Monitoring Reports.  Last year MADAWG suggested some kind of publishing of MDMA monitoring reports to inform the market about how MDMAs perform.  This could be beneficial to MDMAs who perform well -- right now when one MDMA has problems there is no way to know whether the problems are universal or specific to one MDMA.  But UDCs are concerned about liabilities involved in releasing this information.  UDCs are not even allowed to publish who is an approved MDMA, only the CPUC can do this, but so far has declined to do so even though the UDCs have proposed a way to do it.  Apparently some MDMAs did not want this information given out, and the CPUC ordered the UDCs not do release it.  





Working Days vs Calendar Days.  Nabil's presentation referred to an ambiguity in MDMA data availability requirements, but others informed the group that a later version of the requirements have cleared up the ambituity.  Everything is now in calendar days.  The source of the revision may be the latest VEE rules.  In any event, the DQIWG would recommend consistent use of calendar days.  





Estimation Flags.  Requirements place an upper limit on the percentage of accounts that may contain estimated data, with each such account to be flagged.  But how can we monitor whether all such accounts have been properly flagged.  There is no real solution to this, so it is probably an item to be considered in periodic audits by the Audit Team.  The same monitoring problem exists for compliance with all VEE procedures.  It is possible in certifying the MDMA to see that it is capable of doing VEE correctly, but after that there is no way to monitor to be sure.  Thus it is an area for periodic auditing.  A question was raised as to whether this is something the SC has to do in accordance with the ISO tariff.  





Time Period for Estimation Requirement.  The 10% and 1%  upper limits on the percentage of estimated data apply per month.  This was addressed in the MUG (MDMA User Group).





Server Operation.  Suggestion that MDMAs keep a log of server operation times, including scheduled outages, which would be helpful for an auditor.  





Enforcement.  There was a lot of discussion about whether the DQIWG should even address penalties.  Some argued that if monitoring or auditing reveal a problem there must be some designated response, or else why bother monitoring?  Others argued that we don't need specified penalties; the audit or monitoring report would be a triggering event to which other parties would respond by fixing the problem.  





The requirements noted in items (a) and (b) under section IV of Nabil's draft seem rather vague, hard to interpret, even harder to enforce.  Six months is too long a time to demonstrate non-compliance, but this language comes from the CPUC decision.  Group felt a need for a better definition of non-compliance, which would require recommending a change  in the decision.  One suggestion was to bring this issue to the MDMA User Group on June 19.





The actions stated in item (c) did not allow for an intermediate penalty between nothing and disqualification.  Suggestion of financial penalties proportional to the impact of the problem.  There is an avenue under the UDC-ESP Service Agreement to have an MDMA disqualified, but if DQIWG does nothing and lets the UDC act on this based on its own decisions there will likely be inconsistency.  If there are to be penalties the CPUC must be involved.  





The group decided to form a Penalty Team to address certain questions and report back to the full group.  Team should address:


- consequences and financial impacts of MDMA performance problems (refer to the "risk matrix" this group has been developing)


- what things are already in place to resolve or mitigate these problems


- what more is needed


- what language in CPUC decisions needs to be changed and how


- what should DQIWG do on this subject.





Team:  Nabil Rafail (chair, SCE, rafailnb@sce.com), Aaron Thomas (NEV), Lee Simmons (Enron), Lorenzo Kristov (CEC).  








Unfinished Agenda.  





Certain items on the agenda were not addressed due to lack of time.  These were:  1. ESP or SC Default; 2. Data Revisions Management; 3. Change Management for Rules and Procedures; 4. Status report on April 10 Topics.  Jim Price agreed to post something on item 2. on the web page.  All four items will be listed on the agenda for next time.  
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