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Next Meetings 





Full DQIWG - Wednesday August 5 - @ PG&E - San Francisco





Group agreed to regular meeting schedule as follows:


First Tuesday of each month - Rule 22 Tariff Review Group


Following Wednesday - DQIWG


Following Thursday - Customer Data Transactions (CDT) 





Monitoring-Auditing Subteam - Wednesday July 15 - @ PG&E - San Francisco


					     POSTPONED to July 22, same location.





Monitoring & Auditing 





Discussion based on previously-posted document, "Audit Subteam" dated June 26, 1998.  





Guiding Principles





- Guiding Principles express fundamental relationship of monitoring & auditing -


a - Rely on monitoring mechanisms in preference to auditing as much as possible.


b - Use periodic audits to cover things monitoring cannot.


c - Use event-driven audits when monitoring mechanism or periodic audit raises a flag.


Complementarity between monitoring & auditing suggests Subteam should deal with both.  





- Emphasize an exception-based approach, rather than try to monitor everything.


- Update of matrix takes this approach.  Don't have time & resources to note every transaction.  Focus instead on events, e.g., gaps in the data.  Then after so many events there may be a need for further investigation.  For example, monitoring reports can be coded by nature of the event, such as G = gap in data, then 5 G's => audit the entity.  


- Reporting mechanisms are then designed to report exceptions.  Also need to get feedback from customers, perhaps through surveys.  


- Also use self-monitoring to identify problems internally.   


- Also need an ongoing forum.  





Modify Principle 2.  Monitoring should focus on identifying and reporting key events and exceptions.  First define events we are looking for, then how to monitor for them.  





Modify Principle 1.  Add language to specify focus on "energy usage" - Are we tracking flows of $$ as well as energy?  No.  Allow participants themselves to deal with $$.  What about calculation of average PX price?  May need to audit certain information the market depends on.  See DQIWG mission statement to clarify focus.  





- Go back to matrix of business transactions, where the relevant transactions were identified in the earlier DQI effort.  E.g., application of DLFs & LPs, processing of data, etc.  


- Maybe include some $$ transactions, e.g., PX energy credit.  





Agreement.  The matrix defines the scope of the DQIWG activity.  Group needs to go through matrix to add / subtract items as needed - matrix is open to modification.





Action Item for all DQIWG participants - review Matrix to see it as statement of DQIWG scope - scope for monitoring & auditing mechanisms.  Inform Dan Barber (dpb2@pge.com) of changes you would propose.  





Existing Audit Relationships  





ESP-UDC - Issue - What to do when audit between two parties discovers a larger problem.  


Maybe a legitimate dispute that results in a change in procedure - does this get disseminated to other parties?  Alternative reading of question:  can audit expand into other areas beyond the data in question?  NO - audit is limited to items in question.  But maybe party should report to SC or CPUC Energy Div for follow-up if a larger problem is discovered in the course of a bilateral audit.  





If you find 2 customers w/ LP misapplied - can you infer there may be a broader problem & then audit?  





Situation should be handled by exception monitoring - define "problem detected in bilateral audit" as an event that gets kicked up to the higher monitoring authority (yet to be determined), & may then trigger an audit.  Define as event & include in DQIWG scope.





ISO-SC - Glen's initial contribution included in posted document had incorrect reference numbers - but verbal contents are ok.  





Tariff requires that SC provide Settlement Quality (SG) meter data, i.e., already VEE - Responsibility rests on SC, but Metering Protocols did not specify means for carrying that out.  


Tariff requires annual audit by SC covering all its metered entities (i.e., all direct access end-use customers) & entire data flow process leading up to SC.  





ISO itself has two auditing functions - directly-polled meter data from G, and SC processes for providing data to ISO - this effort just started.  Right now this effort is just Glen Perez.  He is going to all SCs to learn what their processes are.  





Problems with SC responsibility - (1) how to deal with integrated firm - only checks on itself? (2) major cost to SCs if they audit outside entities, but what benefit to them? (3) relationship between SC and ESP - SC could detect problem with ESP, resulting only in ESP switching to another SC to avoid action or audit.  So SC loses customer, but does not achieve desired result.  Problems apply to any entities that perform more than one function, but particularly if SC also performs ESP or MDMA.





Not a lot of incentive for SC to insist on rigorous audit.  Their incentive would be to do the least amount of audit necesssary to comply with ISO reqt.  Doubt whether this reqt will lead to SCs doing anything but minimum.  Possibility - make ESPs responsible for performing audit & presenting audit to SC.  Could perhaps change tariff so that SC could not perform audit itself - MP 1.2.1 in old incorrect numbers.  Could Tariff require SCs to require that their ESPs perform 3rd-party audit?  





It is SC who signs ISO metering service agreement & assumes responsibility for the data.  ISO tariff has no authority over ESPs, so cannot require ESPs directly to perform audit.  ISO should impose auditing responsibility on SCs, as most direct chain.  





Other concerns - Ways an ESP can avoid audit if the responsibility is with SCs - how can reqt meaningfully be imposed on ESPs?  Need to clarify tariff so that ESP cannot escape audit.  





Remember DQIWG can recommeend how to define the audit criteria to be adequate even if SC does the minimum.  We can set the reqt, and can request work papers, review and recommend action where there is non-compliance. 





$$ are so high in the SC world that they will want to ensure correct performance by ESPs.  Maybe additional incentive for SC would be in terms of penalties.  Eg, use imbalance price for settlements for anything that doesn't reconcile - but this is not a big penalty.  ISO will also define penalties for major non performance - very difficult.  





Need standards - equivalent of GAAP for electricity usage accounting.  That way a 3rd party auditor has clear standards & criteria.  Have some standards for MDMA performance - more need to be defined & incorporated into monitoring reports.  Maybe monitoring reports would go to SCs.  





ISO-SC agenda - can this topic be raised in Client Services meeting.  ISO-SC meetings - not dealing with auditing yet.  However, SCs want to be on level playing field, and auditing helps do this.  


 


Additional Issue from Audit Subteam - Who fills out reports & who reads them?  Revised matrix (posted earlier by Dan Barber) tried to categorize reports, do answer these questions for each case.  Whoever pulls the data is the one who reports on that activity.  Other things are reported by users - eg days to posting of VEE data.  





Action Items for M-A Subteam 


a - Develop next level of detail on matrix - specify monitoring & auditing mechanisms.  Identify events to be detected & specify process. 


b - Ideas for who should do the higher level oversight?





Reason auditing & monitoring are important:


(1) Public confidence in market - market integrity, e.g., verifying renewables.  


(2) Keep down cost of compliance.  


(3) Make sure people aren't gaming the market, eliminate opportunities.








Penalties 





Penalties Subteam identified last time did not meet.  Thought to have internal discussions by each of the subteam volunteers.





Reference to regulations quoted in MDMA monitoring document discussed last time.  All-or-nothing MDMA penalty is very severe- needs to be gradation of penalties.  Recognize it depends on the particular event in question.  





Look at ways society already deals with this, e.g, licensing agencies, atty gen consumer affairs, dispute resolutions among affected parties.  Utility business is accustomed to one regulator - this requires thinking in unregulated world.  Need more information on how to use existing procedures - e.g., atty gen deals with fraud.





Use pricing signals - let market participants decide.  E.g., have to renew license with DMV - if late, you pay penalty.  Need gradation - e.g., pay penalty but continue to do business, unless violations pile up.  DQIWG could rec. state licensing for MDMAs, for example.





Gas side - could use shut-off as leverage on customers.  But it didn't work - don't have resources to check on every customer.  Do have end-use reads - can use these to assess non-compliance & apply penalties.  





Who chooses the $ level of penalty?  Should DQIWG recommend levels, or just recommend concept for each situation.  Tricky with MDMA stuff - some amount of bad data, not accurate reflection of actual usage.  How to quantify harm.  





If there are penalties we need a formal process for disputing penalties.  





Could write penalties on SCs into ISO tariff - already there in general terms, but not yet filed with FERC - strawman will be posted on ISO website in next couple weeks, to be followed by workshop.  There is ISO process for discussion of penalties - DQIWG should enter that process.





Motivation for MDMA is to keep business - more severe than financial penalties.  Reputation in market very powerful.





But there is incentive problem.  If another MDMA is being lax & getting away with it, could lead to overall degradation of MDMA performance.  





Assume existing mechanisms will work - eg - publish results of monitoring.  But tendency is not to publish performance - could run into liabilities if UDCs report on MDMA performance.  How do you inform market that ESP-X does not apply DLFs correctly or inconsistently?





Go back to matrix - think in terms of magnitude of penalties to develop a gradual system of sanctions before you get to de-certification.    





For many areas don't have evidence of real performance problems.  But in MDMA we already have lots of evidence of performance problems.  Talk of suspending / changing reqts to make them lighter for the present start-up period.  Lots of missing ancillary data causes problems - eg, can't estimate missing data if you don't have history.  Implies that if there is an extreme situation it will work itself out in time.  Problem - standards exist, but nobody is monitoring performance via official reporting process.  DQIWG should think towards future when market is stabilized, most entities are meeting the standards, then problems or violations are isolated instances - is it appropriate to have a sanction or penalty?  





What if DQI did nothing on this?  Would someone take action that would lead to resolution of a problem?  Deal with on a case-by-case basis, via complaint process at CPUC and ESP-UDC agreement.  How does this fit with existing UDC responsibilities?  UDCs can monitor and identify problems, but do not have ability to apply penalties, basically try to work things out.  If the UDC gets fed up & tries to de-certify - what will happen?  Will this be enforced?  For now will rely on CPUC to listen to complaints and direct an approach.    





Question for DQIWG - At this stage do we want to continue to look at penalties & sanctions, or table for now & perhaps revisit after we see what M-A look like.  Realistically - enforcement & penalties will be different for all items on list.  Suggestion - Look at monitoring & auditing first - then address penalties as needed.  





Agreement - Get list of things from M-A Subteam - then evaluate impacts of non-compliance, then think about penalties for each specific item.








DQIWG Reporting Date





Group agreed to present "Interim" or "Status" Report to CPUC sometime in August, with draft to be posted prior to Aug. 5 meeting.  Team to draft - Lorenzo Kristov, Dan Barber, Glen Perez. 





Group did not decide on date for Final Report, but ballbark idea October-November mentioned.  





Interim Report could include


- Mission, scope, principles, background, terminology, DQIWG participants


- Status, direction - for various items


- anticipated final report date & content


Specifics:  


M-A Subteam - summary to date


Jim Knik - writeup of UDC interim reconciliation program


Caxton - status of UFE effort


Security 


Change Management 


Implementation of DQIWG Recommendations - how - include in final report


- e.g., petition ISO for changes in protocols ?


Continuing venue for addressing new problems.  





Other topics for DQIWG interim report


- ESP or SC default - drop this issue


- billing & remittances - drop this issue


- Comparison of ISO UFE vs ESP UFE.  Question of "upstream metering" - strategical locations for T-D interface meters.  This should be in report of UFE Group (Caxton Rhodes) - interim report Aug. 10, final report in November.  





Energy Theft group - just UDCs for now - put on hold due to SDGE merger - developing program on reporting energy theft - planning to go to September MDMA meeting.  








Management of Data Revisions - Change Management





Ref. posted document "Management of Data Revisions," Jim Price, 7/3/98, plus handout tables "Enrollment Process for Load Profile Customers" aand "Account Maintenance Information."    





Table - work in progress - Account Maintenance Transactions, meter-specific info flows 


R = required


O = optional


C = conditional = required under some circumstances


Another type of transaction is data dump of all info on an account, for any authorized party to verify their own records.  





Point for DQIWG -- EDI does require sound data processing practices, which DQIWG cares about.  Risk Matrix - several items deal with data flows - EDI includes acknowledgment process - 





For DQIWG Report - what do we want to put in Report - Section on Change Control


- DQIWG should endorse EDI as essential for DQI - 


- Electronic Commerce Working Group (discussed in CDT meeting in June) should take on task of developing details of standards, or perhaps the CDT group developing implementation guides. 


Designate process for developing standards for how data processing should be conducted.





DQIWG could at least pose recommendation for CPUC to define & empower a group to deal specifically with data exchanges, to specify data formats as needed, but so far there is no such group.  Should say this in interim report.  Hopefully stimulate CPUC to act quickly to set up Electronic Commerce Working Group (ECWG).





Think about hierarchy with greater detail as you go down --


Top - Policy level - decisions by CPUC


Next - Tariffs


Next - Implementation Guide (IG) - Operational Details, as developed by CDT Group, ECWG, agreement by parties


- IG group formally a subgroup of Rule 22 WG - lead is Aaron Thomas (NEV)


- one model - MDMA certification guide


- communication mechanism for new arrangements & processes that are implemented


- also needs system for revising Implementation Guide, like system in Pennsylvania guide and UK Pool model for change management.   





DQIWG Change Management recommendation could be endorsement of Implementation Guide provisions, once it is created.  





UDC Operational Manuals - Once document is filed w/ CPUC, any changes would be accomplished by filing a change at CPUC & serving it on all parties.  


Step 1 - agree to include new item & determine data format.  If agreement is reached by a number of parties, is that enough to make it official?  IG will propose set of steps to create & implement changes, while remaining below CPUC Tariff level.  





DQIWG would like certain things important to DQI to be addressed in implementation guide.  All changes would get published via IG process - but does not mean IG group develops the details -- IG is simply a vehicle for disseminating knowledge.  May need to have a tech group & subject matter experts - to be established to develop the changes, which then get recorded in IG.  





Motivation - Rule 22 Group's original charge - bring tariffs together for uniform statewide tariff - no progress to date - so IG seen as a way to unify - to capture what market participants actually do but may not be captured in tariffs.  Right now there exist: 


- diff interps of same tariff language


- diff tariff language addressing the same thing.





Question -- who publishes the IG?  Once IG is complete, file it at CPUC, serve on all parties, public document - how to incorporate subsequent changes?  


Problem - how to protect any party who does not agree to change being implemented?  


Future - UDCs may no longer have to buy from PX, vast majority of customers with ESPs - very different from now - must include ESP-ESP relationships as well.


Gas side - Rule 32 - generic policy rule took 3 years to create - 





Does IG process address these issues - notification of all parties, triage re priorities?  UK model - long analytical process, many steps.  





Major issue for IG Subgroup - eliminate unilateral changes in procedure.  Once group creates the IG & gets it set up, it should be somewhat static - one project is to identify best process for making changes to the IG and then publishing those changes.  








UDC Reconciliation Processes (to detect under-reporting of load)





Was presentation to ISO, no significant challenges.  


Target implementation data - SCE - Final data requirements going to ESPs this week - getting test data already - will formally start up next week.  Will start with June 1 data.  SDG&E - expecting to get server available in 2 weeks, startup some time after.
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