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Background





The Data Quality and Integrity Working Group (DQIWG) was established by CPUC D.97-12-090 as a forum in which parties can develop a series of implementation recommendations to the CPUC, the Independent System Operator (ISO), the California Power Exchange (PX), and other relevant entities to control retail customer data quality and integrity problems.  The purpose of this working group is to build upon the earlier reports submitted to the CPUC through the Retail Settlements and Information Flow (RSIF) track of direct access implementation called for in D.97-05-040.  These reports established several concerns with the current implementation of  electric industry restructuring that allowed retail customer data quality and integrity problems to exist, but only sketched out possible solutions.  The mission of DQIWG is to take the CPUC’s acknowledgment of these concerns as signaled in the RSIF decision, and the preliminary identification of problems and solutions contained within the reports previously filed with the CPUC, and any new ones identified in this working group,  as the foundation for solutions that would be jointly endorsed by the CPUC, ISO, PX and implemented by a wide range of UDCs, ESPs, MDMAs, and other industry participants.





Need for Coordination





Data quality and integrity concerns emanate from a series of restructured industry data attribution and exchange practices that are under review from a series of different perspectives.  The use of industry working groups as the vehicle for identifying possible solutions and discussion of consensus recommendations for implementation is very positive from the perspective of achieving rapid implementation, but requires considerable coordination to ensure that various working groups and forums understand what each other is doing and how their scope of effort might intersect.





Overlapping scope of work with other working groups and forums is particularly acute for DQIWG since the sources of data quality and integrity are widely distributed.  Implementation of CPUC, ISO, and PX protocols permits certain practices which contribute to data quality and integrity problems; the development of improved methodologies within the technical scope of a particular working group’s scope of work may either improve or degrade the problem of data quality and integrity.  For example, the discussion of improved load profiles from the perspective of further segmentation is largely motivated by the desire of some ESPs to be able to serve certain end-use customers  who cannot realistically benefit from direct access since their specific load shapes are too different from the approved load profile for their rate group.  From the DQIWG perspective, however, creating additional load profiles increases the chances for mis-attribution of such a load profile to individual end-use customers.  Creating load profiles based on data descriptors not fully populated with UDC customer master files may increase data quality problems even will improving average customer benefits of participating in direct access.  This example illustrates different motivations and perspectives that the LPWG and the DQIWG might be expected to undertake.  Therefore, DQIWG needs to operate in an “umbrella” fashion by being knowledgeable about current practices and ongoing methodology development efforts in a wide range of other working groups and forums.





Proposed List of Important Working Groups and Forums





To facilitate DQIWG operating in an “umbrella” manner, the following list of active working groups and forums has been identified.  While the majority of formal working groups are under the sponsorship of the CPUC as directed by previous CPUC decisions, there are several other forums that represent the voluntary interests of participants (e.g. the MDMA User Group) or the ongoing efforts of other entities (e.g. the ISO Client Relations Forum).





A key element of the table is the proposed method that DQIWG would use to monitor the activities of each forum.  In many instances, there are entities with employees active in multiple forums, which facilitates communication between groups.  In other instances, the DQIWG should establish a “formal” relationship to ensure that such a forum and DQIWG are explicitly aware and recognize the inter-relationship of their scopes of work.





Observations





It is clear that there are a large number of separate groups tackling related material to DQI, generally from a narrower perspective.  DQI needs to develop relationships with these other working groups and forums to be sure that new developments in specific technical areas do not change the nature of the concerns and potential solutions that DQI is to examine.  The possible emergence of a UFE working group also needs to be addressed, since this group appears to be developing  a broader charter to track and understand the quantification and allocation of UFE and UFE costs, but not the broad charter of DQI to develop possible solutions to reduce UFE.





An issue needing further discussion is the process problem created by the CPUC’s direction that DQIWG accomplish difficult work requiring coordination among various parties not subject to CPUC jurisdiction in a relatively short period of time.  Given the delay in the start of the competitive market, and the obvious preoccupation of the ISO, PX, and scheduling coordinators with initial market startup and successful operation in early weeks, it may prove difficult to get the attention of technical staff as well as management to achieve “buy-in” to proposed solutions.  There may also be a need for DQIWG to operate over a lengthy time period since the activities of many of these working groups and forums will not be apparent for one or more years.  A good example of this is the Distribution Loss Factor Working Group which has not yet formed, and that will not likely have a permanent methodology identified and implemented until well into calendar year 1999.  








Next Steps





The following decisions should be made:





1. DQIWG should review this brief description and determine whether to implement the concept of liaisons to other groups, and if so, to appoint specific persons and identify the nature of the interaction DQIWG wishes to obtain.





2. DQIWG should consider how to comply with the timeframe provided by D.97-12-090 and accomplish the coordination of effective solutions that the CPUC appears to desire.





�
RELATION OF DQIWG TO OTHER FORUMS





FORUM�
Scope of Effort�
Scope Overlap�
Monitoring Method�
Participants�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Rule 22 Working Group�
�
�
�
�
�
Monitor direct access implementation and propose changes to DA tariffs to resolve emerging problems and smooth implementation�
DQI is required to assess all data exchanges and report to the CPUC, how does this fit with Rule 22?�
DQIWG should appoint a liaison to provide DQIWG perspective to Rule 22 and report to DQIWG important Rule 22 activities�
very wide range of parties active in restructuring�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Load Profile Workshops and LPWG�
�
�
�
�
�
D.97-10-086 assigns to ED staff organization of a series of workshops to explore revisions to initial LP methodologies, and implementation can make changes that affect data quality and influence the size of UFE �
Errors and problems showing up as excessive UFE is one of the major concerns of DQI, but the LP decision is the place where UDCs were requested to track UFE.  LP methodology changes can have significant impact on UFE.�
DQIWG should appoint a liaison to participate in upcoming LPWG activities and ensure that the DQI perspective is recognized in remaining LPWG activities�
participants in CPUC/ED organized workshops�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
PSWG and its MDMA Subgroup�
�
�
�
�
�
develop standards, formats, VEE procedures for 1999 and beyond.  Also propose refinement and upgrade approval processes for 1999 and beyond�
many of the data exchanges DQI is to examine are also being concurrently examined in PSWG subgroup 2�
joint participation of a few persons from different categories of entity is sufficient�
independent MDMAs and other parties�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
MDMA User Group and UDC support�
�
�
�
�
�
three activities are being integrated:





a. User Group development of  solutions to technical areas (VEE, data transfer formats and protocols) in 1998





b. UDCs providing support to MDMAs, such as through the monthly meetings with MDMAs to ensure coordinated activities.





c. develop MDMA approval recommendations for 1998�
DQI has been asked to review several data exchange formats that the MDMA user Group appears to already be addressing.�
joint membership�
independent MDMAs�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
UNISWG�
�
�
�
�
�
D.97-12-090 directed interested parties to form a working group to develop the next level of details for implementation of a universal service delivery point identifier system.  UNISWG has nearly completed it work and substantial disagreement exists among the participants.�
A UNIS would provide a vehicle to improve certain problems previously identified, but whether such a mechanisms can be relied upon is in greater doubt as a result of the lack of agreement in the UNISWG forum.�
joint membership of those active in UNISWG and monitoring of subsequent CPUC decisions�
CEC, First Point, UDCs�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Distribution Loss Factors�
�
�
�
�
�
D.97-12-090 creates a DLFWG to develop a permanent methodology for DLFs to replace the interim DLF methods currently adopted.  DLFWG is directed to file its report by the end of August 1998.�
Inaccurate DLFs are expected to be a sizable source of UFE, but the cost-effectiveness of improvements will not be clear until the completion of the DLFWG report.  What can DQIWG accomplish without input on this subject?�
joint membership of those active in DLFWG and monitoring of subsequent CPUC decisions�
no participants since DLFWG not yet operational�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Unaccounted-for-Energy�
�
�
�
�
�
D.97-10-086, ISO settlement protocols, and ratemaking forums have raised UFE concerns.  An informal UFE working group is attempting to devise a scope of work, but is requesting a delay until 11/1/98 in light of the deferral of market startup.�
If a UFE Working Group develops quantitative assessments of UFE, its allocation to market participants, and at least some recommendations for solutions to improve upon current requirements, how does DQI’s more qualitative assessment of problems and solutions become coordinated?�
UFEWG should be formalized as a subgroup to DQIWG�
UDCs, CEC Staff, and ED are developing an informal UFE group�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
ISO Client Services Forum�
�
�
�
�
�
two processes exist to oversee Scheduling Coordinator end-use data handling practices:





a. ISO Protocols specify scheduling coordinator responsibility over ESP end-use customer data submissions for settlement





b. the ISO Client Service Forum meetings have been developed as a replacement for the SCUG meetings as means to share technical information and respond to scheduling coordinator “how to” issues�
What incentives does the ISO have to ensure proper allocation of UFE when it obtains necessary revenues from SCs?





SCs have no regulatory requirements to allocate UFE or UFE financial costs to their clients in any specific manner; therefore, what incentive do SCs have to follow the fairness and equity considerations that the CPUC might prefer?�
ISO Staff should provide an ongoing link to this ISO support activity�
ISO Staff, scheduling coordinators, power marketers�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Opt-In Customer Database�
�
�
�
�
�
D.97-10-031 directs UDCs to develop implementation proposals for the “opt-in” customer database comprising otherwise confidential data that customers allow ESPs to access�
Should DQIWG tackle an activity that the CPUC has not yet fully embraced?�
CPUC (through ED Staff) has to ensure that D.97-10-031 directing the UDCs to develop implementation details of  the OICD are included among the solutions and recommendations of the DQI report.�
CEC and UDCs�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Central Data Repository�
�
�
�
�
�
D.97-12-090 directed parties to respond by 2/16/98 to a series of questions regarding a central repository for meter data and meter usage data�
While facets of central repository proposal might provide some solutions to DQI problems, how would the major differences in perspective offered by commenters be addressed in any recommendations that might be contained within a DQI report?�
since the CPUC has not yet endorsed this concept as an implementation decision, there is no followup group to track.�
CEC Staff and UDCs�
�
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