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I. BACKGROUND
Ohio’s current electric law, Section 4928.02(D), Revised Code, sets forth the following state policy:
Encourage innovation and market access for cost-effective supply- and demand-side retail electric service including, but not limited to, demand-side management, time-differentiated pricing, and implementation of advanced metering infrastructure; [emphasis added]
On July 31, 2008, Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. (Duke or company) filed an application for approval of an electric service plan (ESP) in In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. for Approval of an Electric Security Plan, Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO et. al. (Duke ESP Case).  The application included a business case for SmartGrid deployment to all of Duke’s Ohio customers, which presented a benefit / cost analysis.
  Many of the parties in the Duke ESP Case entered into a stipulation (ESP Stipulation) that provided for the implementation of SmartGrid technologies, established a rider for the recovery of SmartGrid deployment costs, and called for a mid-deployment review of progress in the second quarter of 2011.  The Commission issued an opinion and order approving the stipulation on December 17, 2008.  
Because Duke is a combination gas and electric utility, deployment of gas retrofit modules that share the communications infrastructure with electric meters has been undertaken.  The gas modules and related communications equipment are necessary to achieve certain operational benefits such as reducing meter reading costs.  Thus, the scope of this audit includes the status of deployment and operation of gas meter modules, as well as the electric equipment described herein.  
By opinion and order issued May 28, 2008, in In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc., for an Increase in Rates, Case No. 07-589-GA-AIR et al. (Gas Distribution Rate Case), the Commission approved a stipulation that, inter alia, provided a process for filing deployment plans for the installation of a gas automated meter reading system.  Plans filed in In the Matter of the Application of Duke Energy Ohio, Inc. to Adjust and Set its Gas and Electric Recovery Rate for SmartGrid Deployment under Rider AU and Rider DR-IM, Case No. 09-543-GE-RDR (Duke 2009 SmartGrid Case) integrated the installation of gas meter retrofit modules into the overall SmartGrid program.  
The integration is achieved by retrofitting existing gas meters with modules that employ wireless technology to signal gas usage to collector / communications boxes located on nearby utility poles.  Such gas meter data is in turn relayed to back office systems generally via a cellular network.  The collector / communications boxes are designed to also receive electric meter data via power line carrier.  
The SmartGrid program includes the system wide deployment of Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI) and Distribution Automation (DA), along with the offering of time differentiated rates.  The AMI system components include smart electric meters, gas meter retrofit modules, collector / communications boxes that receive both gas meter data and electric meter data, communications networks that support gas and electric meter data transfer from communications / collector boxes on utility poles to back office systems such as the meter data management system and billing engine, and the information technology systems to convey real-time energy usage and load information to both the customer and the company.  DA will provide real-time monitoring and control of select electrical components with the distribution system, including capacitor banks, voltage regulators, reclosers, and automated line switches.   
As of June 7, 2010, the following deployments have been accomplished.  
Ohio Installations through June 7, 2010 (numbers are rounded): 
	Advanced Metering Infrastructure (AMI)
(initial deployment + Tranche 1 scaled deployment)
	66,600 electric meters
	
	8,400 nodes
	40,000 TOTAL electric and gas meters certified

	Distribution Automation (DA)
(starting 1/1/09)
	16 new or upgraded communications to substations
	93 relays
17 circuit breakers
16 voltage regulator and load tap changer controllers
	57 SCADA additions to reclosers
112 circuits sectionalized
	3 self-healing teams in service


As provided in the Duke ESP Case, Duke’s SmartGrid deployment program costs are being recovered through Rider DR-IM (Distribution Rates – Infrastructure Modernization).   Duke is required to annually file in the second quarter of the year an application to recover expenditures made in the prior year.  As part of its 2011 filing for recovery of 2010 expenditures, the stipulation provides for a mid-deployment review of the SmartGrid deployment as follows:
As part of the annual due process related to 2010 costs net of benefits, DE-Ohio shall include a mid-deployment program summary and review with the second quarter 2011 filing outlining its progress through 2010, including expenditures, deployment program summary and review.  As part of the same filing DE-Ohio shall also outline deployment milestones, system performance levels and customer benefits versus the plan.  The summary and review shall address deployment lessons learned, an updated allocation of the annual distribution revenue requirement, and the desirability of continuing the program beyond December 31, 2011.  (ESP Stipulation at 15, emphasis added).
The phrase, “costs net of benefits,” should be construed to mean SmartGrid deployment costs less operational benefits that derive from SmartGrid deployment and accrue to the benefit of Duke as further discussed below.  
On May 13, 2010, the Commission approved a stipulation and recommendation in Duke’s first annual filing for cost recovery of SmartGrid investments in the Duke 2009 SmartGrid Case, which states in pertinent part:
The Parties agree that, although many of the benefits derived from SmartGrid will be easily identifiable and measurable, other benefits are more obscure and not easily measured. Consequently, traditional ratemaking principles are of limited use in measuring the overall value and efficacy of the SmartGrid deployment. In Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO, Duke Energy Ohio committed to ensure that the Staff of the Commission would have ample opportunity to verify value and ensure that the ultimate deployment would return value to customers in measureable ways. 
In order to provide the Staff of the Commission and interested stakeholders ample opportunity to verify and ensure value to customers, and in preparation for the midterm review Duke Energy Ohio will provide the Staff of the Commission and the members of the Duke SmartGrid Collaborative with such data and information as may be necessary to understand any revisions or changes to its business case for SmartGrid as set forth in Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO including information pertaining to revised projected costs, and revised projected operational benefits for the period of the business case. Duke Energy Ohio commits to provide such information prior to the midterm review described in Case No. 08-920-EL-SSO.
II. INTRODUCTION
The Scope of Work under this Request for Proposals (RFP) includes the following four work modules:
1. Operational Audit.  The operational audit will be a review of installed equipment and systems, an analysis of their functionality, and a mapping of deployment status against implementation plans.  The activities should include: 
a. Conduct a field audit of Duke’s SmartGrid deployment to date.  
b. Conduct an analysis of the degree to which deployed components function as they should function (e.g., are the meters accurate).
c. Compare the status of deployment to date with overall deployment plans and determine the extent of deployment remaining before SmartGrid is fully deployed.  
2. Systems Integration.  The systems integration assessment will be a review and analysis of the degree to which SmartGrid components work together with other components and systems.  The activities should include:
a. Conduct an analysis of the degree to which components deployed are systemically integrated with one another including: 
i. Communications between meters and data collection boxes on utility poles; 
ii. Communications between the data collection boxes and a meter data management system; and 
iii. Communications between a meter data management system and a billing system.
b. Test the accuracy of billed data for customers participating in time differentiated pricing pilots tracing the data from the customer meter to the customer bill. 
c. Conduct an analysis of the degree to which deployed components are integrated with other Duke business systems such as an outage management and tracking system, a work force deployment system, and an asset management system.  
3. Standards and practices.  The Standards and Practices assessment will focus on how, and the degree to which, Duke’s SmartGrid equipment and systems, and their deployment, comply and comport with emerging national standards and best practices.  The activities should include:
a. Review the standards development process ongoing at the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST). 
b. Identify likely compliance with evolving standards.
c. Identify potential risks of noncompliance and to the extent feasible, potential costs associated with those risks.
d. Identify best practices to the extent they may be available and characterize Duke’s practices in that context.
e. Identify practices that pose significant risks associated with having to fix or redeploy components and systems.  
4. Operational Benefits.  The operational benefits assessments will focus on measuring past and future benefits to Duke from SmartGrid deployment.  The activities should include: 
a. Review of the 30 operational benefits categories included in Duke’s business plan, which fall into the following general categories:
i. direct expense reductions; 
ii. increases in revenues;
iii. operational efficiencies; and 
iv. avoided costs.  
b. Identify any categories of operational benefits that Duke may not have included in its business plan.
c. Value operational benefits that have already been captured. 
d. Estimate the dollar value and the timing of capturing future operational benefits.  
The scope of work under this RFP does NOT include any estimation or valuation of customer benefits or societal benefits attributable to SmartGrid deployment.  The audit activity under this RFP is NOT a financial audit for cost recovery purposes.  The overall objective is to assist staff in examining Duke’s SmartGrid deployment to date and its business case on a going-forward basis, and to document those findings for the record in this case.  
Proposing entities may collaborate on responding to this RFP and propose to jointly execute the scope of work.  Such collaborations must clearly delineate in their proposals the roles and responsibilities of each proposing entity, demonstrate how the coordination between or among them will be defined and managed, and how the costs will be allocated between or among the entities.  To the extent collaborating entities have worked together in the past, such experiences shall be described.  The burden of demonstrating the effectiveness and advantage of a collaborative approach must be included in the proposal and that responsibility and proposal content will be over and above the other content requirements described in this RFP.   Failure to adequately represent the details of coordination shall be cause for rejecting the proposal, which shall be at the sole discretion of Staff. 
The audit activities to be conducted pursuant to this RFP are generally to ascertain and verify the extent of actual physical deployment of SmartGrid elements or components, evaluate their operational status (i.e., whether they are working properly) and the extent to which they are systemically integrated, and assess the level of operational benefits that have been and may be derived from deployment.  These activities are described in detail below under the “SCOPE OF WORK” section.  The report that will be generated is intended to support the record of the mid-deployment review.  The information pertaining to “revised operational benefits for the period of the business case” in the stipulation in Duke 2009 SmartGrid Case will be subject to review in this audit.  
The selected auditor will be required to conduct such audit activities, to review operational benefits that may have been captured and that may reasonably be expected to be captured, and such auditor will be responsible for submitting a report of findings to be filed in Case No. 10-2326-GE-RDR.   The report shall present the findings for each activity comprising the scope of work.  
Five attachments to this RFP provide potential bidders with enough information to gain a basic understanding of Duke’s SmartGrid Program.  Upon request, Duke will provide to prospective bidders documentation of its SmartGrid implementation to date, including equipment types, vendors, overall architecture, etc.  This documentation should be useful in preparing a proposal.  In order to receive such materials, potential bidders should contact Don Schneider at Don.Schneider@duke-energy.com.  Information provided to prospective bidders will also be shared with Staff.  
III. THE PROJECT
A. SCOPE OF WORK
The purpose of the audit is to provide a comprehensive picture of the extent of deployment and the operational efficacy of Duke’s SmartGrid, including Advanced Metering Infrastructure, Gas Meter Retrofit Modules and related communications equipment, Distribution Automation, related Information Technology equipment and how those systems interact.  The audit shall include an assessment of how well Duke’s SmartGrid deployment and design comply and comport with emerging national standards and best practices.   The assessment shall further address the extent of operational benefits that have been realized and may reasonably be expected to be realized, which flow from the deployment of SmartGrid.  
The auditor selected to perform the audit shall produce a written report of findings.  The report will be docketed in Case No. 10-2326-GE-RDR.  It will serve as a reference to inform the Commission and stakeholders insofar as that case will include the mid-deployment review called for in the Duke ESP Case.  
The scope of the audit is open to additional items and/or approaches the proposing entity may identify, which serve the purpose of providing a comprehensive status report on deployment and operational benefits that have been or may be derived from deployment.  Proposing entities may identify issues and/or work scope elements not included herein at their discretion, however, the final scope shall be subject to approval and final definition by the Staff of the Commission, and the resulting price must be acceptable to both Staff and the proposing party.  At a minimum, the following items must be a part of the scope of the audit;  
1. Verify the deployment and operational status of property, plant and equipment claimed to have been deployed by Duke as of the time of the audit through sampling and inspection.  Plant and equipment shall include electric meters, gas meter modules, data collection (communications) boxes, distribution line sensors, related substation equipment, distribution automation equipment, integrated Volt/VAR equipment, and communications and/or information technology hardware and software including meter data management systems and billing systems.  
Meters are located on both the exterior of customer premises, as well as on interior in certain cases, and data collection boxes are located on utility poles owned by Duke.  Auditor personnel will be required to visit such locations accompanied by Duke employees.  Documentation will require photographs of the equipment serial numbers along with a time stamp.  Documentation will also need to include a test to verify the equipment is working.  
2. Audit Duke’s quality assurance process—test plans and procedures for SmartGrid electric meters (See Attachment 1).
3. Sample test the accuracy of installed electric smart meters and gas meter retrofit modules under various weather conditions.
4. Parallel test a sample of both the electric smart meters and the electromechanical meters being replaced to determine the accuracy of the readings being recorded by both meters.  This will include testing under various environmental conditions and will include, but not be limited to, an audit of the practices, procedures, and accuracy of documenting meter readings made at the time the electromechanical meter is replaced with the AMI equipment.  
5. Review the adequacy of high/low meter reading validations by Duke.
6. Review the electric meter and gas module installation and swap-out procedures (i.e., last meter read)
7. Evaluate the quality of the company’s meter and communication node data communications process/systems including, but not limited to, AMI data and distribution automation data.  
8. Test the accuracy of bills from the face of the meter to the production of the customer bill, which were produced by the new Duke billing system.  Testing should include bills to customers taking service under pilot time of use rates, as well as customers under other existing tariffs.
9. Evaluate the ability of Duke’s electric smart meters and communication nodes to detect and transmit momentary interruption data, and estimate cost of providing such ability.
10. Sample test the accuracy of communication nodes under various weather conditions. 
11. Assess whether the SmartGrid has been deployed in a manner consistent with industry best practices and whether the deployment complies with the National Institute of Standards and Technology’s SmartGrid Standards (established 09/02/2010).  Identify uncertainties and potential issues with standards compliance, and identify possible incremental costs that could be incurred in order to comply with NIST standards.  Assess the potential for incurring incremental costs of incorporating functionalities or options known to be best practices and/or standard requirements in other jurisdictions.  
12. Assess the overall systems integration as to whether the SmartGrid components operate in a synchronized and complementary manner that creates effective and efficient flow of data from disparate data sources and allows for optimal utilization of the grid.  This activity includes systems that are directly involved in providing functionality such as implementing time differentiated rates or limiting the extent and duration of outages, but also systems that may be impacted indirectly such as asset management programs and outage tracking and management systems.
13. Evaluate and assess the operational benefits that either have accrued to the benefit of Duke, or may reasonably be expected to accrue in future.  In providing this assessment, the audit firm shall rely upon its expertise and knowledge, and may consider the business case Duke has filed in Duke ESP Case as may have been revised at the time the audit commences.  Such operational benefits may generally include the following categories, which will be further disaggregated into about thirty types of operational benefits:
· Direct Expense Reductions
· Increased Revenue
· Operational Efficiency
· Avoided Costs
At the time this RFP is being issued, Duke has not yet provided full documentation of its revised business plan, which is called for under the terms of the stipulation in the Duke 2009 SmartGrid Case.  Staff fully expects that such revisions and documentation will be available for the beginning of this audit.  
B. ROLE OF AUDITOR
Any auditor who is chosen by the Commission to perform an audit expressly agrees to perform his or her audit as an independent contractor.  Any conclusions, results, or recommendations formulated by the auditor may be examined by any participant to the proceeding for which the audit report was generated.  Further, it shall be understood that the Commission and/or its Staff shall not be liable for any acts committed by the auditor or its agents in the preparation and presentation of the audit reports.
C. COMMISSION STAFF SUPERVISION
The Commission Staff will oversee the project.  Staff shall be informed of all correspondence between the selected auditor and the utility company, and shall be given at least three working days’ notice of all meetings, interviews, and inspections with the company, so as to allow Staff the opportunity to attend.  The auditor will submit formal data requests through Staff.  Staff will relay each data request through its tracking system.  Duke will be compelled to explain to Staff all working papers and audit findings.  Duke must allow Staff to work in conjunction with the audit team on all aspects of the audit process involving meetings with Duke employees and / or inspections of equipment.  
D. COST OF AUDIT AND QUOTATION OF CHARGES
The proposed cost is to include all expenses associated with conducting the audit and presenting the findings and recommendations in the audit report.  A detailed presentation of costs shall be provided, broken down by phase/task, in conformance with part VII, paragraph L, of this RFP.  The proposed costs shall be considered firm prices for performing the work described in the proposal, however, the final scope of work shall be at the discretion of the Staff of the Commission, and Staff shall provide an opportunity for negotiating a final price pursuant to any scope of work that has been revised at the discretion of Staff.
E. COST OF PRESENTING EXPERT TESTIMONY
The auditor may be required to provide expert testimony.  The cost of providing such testimony shall be separate from, and over and above the cost of the audit and final report.  The actual costs associated with presenting expert testimony before the Commission during the applicable hearing will include time and materials not to exceed $6,000 without Staff approval.  Expenses associated with the presentation of testimony will include the following:
· actual transportation expense (i.e., airfare, etc.)
· actual living expenses (hotels, meals, local transportation)
· actual preparation time, up to 8 hours per witness
· actual hours spent in travel 
· actual hours spent presenting testimony
IV. STANDARDIZED WORK REQUIREMENTS
The auditor selected shall:
· Review the staff reports of investigation, opinion and orders, and entries on rehearing from Case Nos. 08-920-EL-SSO et. al., 09-543-GE-RDR, 10-42-EL-ATA (rate TD-AM, residential time of use) and 10-455-EL-ATA (rider PTR, residential peak time rebate), as well as any other pertinent historical information.
· Read all applicable testimony.
· When conducting the audit, adhere to all of the utility’s site and safety requirements. 
· Review both Duke internal and published SmartGrid implementation plans, to assure understanding of the Duke’sSmartGrid operation and organization.
· Obtain and review all appropriate documentation relating to the Duke’s compliance with the SmartGrid provisions of the stipulation in the Duke ESP Case.
· Issue all discovery requests through the mechanism set up by Staff.  
· Engage and involve Staff in all plans and provide the opportunity for Staff to attend any or all interviews of company personnel and/or meetings with company personnel and/or service providers under contract to Duke.  
· Work with the utility to sign confidentiality agreement, to ensure that all information gathered for the scope of this audit pertaining to the utility company, its vendors, or any of the utility’s customers shall be treated as confidential and not disclosed to any party other than the utility and Staff. 
V. TIMELINE
The timeline presented below is intended to provide the auditor an understanding of the timeframe during which the audit is to be conducted.  Although precise dates are used below, the actual dates for awarding the audit and for conducting audit and hearing activities may vary somewhat when they are set through a subsequent Commission entry.
	Audit proposals due 
	December 1, 2010

	Draft audit report presented to Staff and the company
	April 18, 2011

	Final audit report filed with Commission
	May 2, 2011


VI. 
DEADLINES AND DELIVERABLES
A. AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS 
Upon request of the auditor or Staff, the company shall provide any and all documents or information requested. The company may conspicuously mark such documents or information as being “confidential.”  In no event, however, shall the company refuse or delay to provide such documents or information.  
Staff or the auditor shall not publicly disclose any document marked “confidential” by the company, except upon three days’ prior notice of intent to disclose served upon the company’s counsel.  Three days after such notice, Staff or the auditor may disclose or otherwise make use of such documents or information for any purpose, unless the company moves the Commission for a protective order pertaining to such documents or information within the three-day notice period.  
The three-day notice period will be computed according to Section 4901-1-07, Ohio Administrative Code.  Service shall be complete upon mailing or delivery in person.
The company shall diligently review the draft audit report for the presence of information deemed to be confidential, and shall work with the auditor to assure that such information is treated appropriately in the report.
B. FISCAL REPORTS 
The auditor will submit invoices when work is 50% complete and when work is 100% complete.  The invoices shall include details regarding the dates and activities covered by each invoice, and shall be sufficiently detailed to allow Staff to identify the work completed, the personnel involved, and the corresponding charges in relation to the activity schedule originally set forth in the auditor’s proposal.  All invoices are to be sent to the company, with a copy sent to Staff.  After approval of the invoice by Staff, the company will be authorized to make payment.
The company shall be ordered by the Commission to enter into a contract, which shall incorporate by reference all provisions of this proposal, with the auditor chosen by the Commission to perform the audit.  The auditor will submit a copy of the contract agreement between the auditor and the company to the Staff member assigned to the audit.
C. INTERIM REPORTING  
Interim reporting will be accomplished through continuous contact, correspondence, and meetings with Staff.  Staff and the company, when requested, shall be apprised of progress made on required audit activities, as well as initial/tentative findings and conclusions on issues investigated to date.  The report may be made verbally, unless Staff requests a written report. 
D. UTILITY REVIEW
The auditor will provide the company a preliminary list of any findings associated with the audit no later than 14 days prior to publishing the draft report.  The auditor will also allow the company the ability to respond to the findings and, if appropriate, make corrections in the draft report taking into account the company’s responses. 
E. DRAFT REPORT  
Four (4) copies of a draft of the final report shall be sent to the Commission’s Staff and four (4) copies sent to the company, to be received at least ten business days prior to the due date of the final report.
F. FINAL REPORT  
Twenty-five copies of the final report plus two reproducible originals will be delivered to the Commission by the morning of the date specified in Section IV.  The final report should include an executive summary of recommendations.  Along with the paper copies of the audit report, the auditor shall submit to Staff a computer diskette containing a complete version of the final report.
In addition, on the morning that the final report is due, the auditor shall provide the company with five copies of the final audit report.  This will provide the company a final opportunity to review the audit report prior to its filing by Staff.
If it is necessary to prepare a redacted report, due to confidentiality concerns, four copies of a nonredacted report shall also be provided to both the Commission and the company on the report due date.  The nonredacted report shall clearly be labeled “confidential.”
G. WORKING PAPERS
A complete set of working papers is an integral part of the audit requirements.  With the final report, the auditor shall deliver to Staff one complete set of working papers, indexed and in orderly form, which contains documents used and procedures followed to develop the conclusions set forth in the audit report.  Voluminous documents may be included only as references in the working papers, upon Staff’s agreement.  Confidential documents should be clearly marked and provided in a separate section of the working papers.
H. PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
Upon request of the Commission or its Staff at any time, the auditor shall immediately produce any document or information obtained or produced within the scope of the audit.
I. TESTIMONY
The auditor shall be obligated to present expert testimony during the course of any hearing at which the audit report is considered.  The individual providing testimony will be one who conducted or directed the audit activities being considered at any hearing.
VII.
MINIMUM CONTENTS OF PROPOSAL
Each proposal shall contain page numbers and a Table of Contents.  In a separate section, reflected in the Table of Contents, the following information shall be provided: 
A.
Name, mailing address, and telephone number of individual to contact if further information is desired. 
B.
An indication of how the bidder plans to incorporate Staff’s participation in the proposed work plan.
C.
The name(s) of all subcontractors to be used in the performance of the proposed work, identification of the specific items to be performed/provided by the subcontractor, and the cost of the proposed subcontractor’s work; or if no subcontractors are to be used, the entry “Subcontractor – none”.  (All such subcontractors indicated in the proposal will be acknowledged as accepted by the Commission upon selection of the proposal for contract awarded unless the auditor is previously notified of the contrary.  No addition, deletion, or substitution of subcontractors will be permitted during the course of the contract unless approved in advance by the Staff in writing.)  If subcontractors are proposed, all information required in this section shall be supplied for each subcontractor proposed.  Such information shall be supplied in format parallel to the overall format specified for the bidder.
D.
The following required Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) data must be provided for the bidder and each subcontractor:
1. The total number of employees;
2. The percentage of the total which are women;
3. The percentage of the total which are Black, Hispanic, Asian, or American Indian (please specify);
4. The total number of employees located in Ohio offices;
5. The percentage of the Ohio total which are women;
6. The percentage of the Ohio total which are Black, Hispanic, Asian, or American Indian (please specify);
7. The number of individuals to be assigned to the project;
8. The percentage of the total assigned which are women; and
9. The percentage of the total assigned which are Black, Hispanic, Asian, or American Indian (please specify).
E.
A listing of contracts the bidder and each subcontractor has with the State of Ohio and:
1. Name of the state agency(s) for each contract;
2. The cost of each contract;
3. The duration of each contract; and
4. A brief description of each current contract.
F.
A listing of the bidder’s and each subcontractor’s clients which may have a financial interest in Duke and/or any of its affiliates.  Bidders maintaining any present or on-going contracts or agreements with the company and/or its affiliates may, at the discretion of the Commission, be disqualified by reason of possible conflict of interest.  In the proposal, such contracts should be described in sufficient detail that the Commission can determine whether a conflict of interest exists.  A response indicating that this information will be provided on request or that such contracts are too numerous to enumerate will be cause for disqualification of the bidder.
G.
A listing of all the bidder’s and each subcontractor’s offices, facilities, and equipment to be used in performance under this contract and their locations including a specification of offices, facilities, and equipment located in Ohio.  If none, state – none.
H.
A statement of financial responsibility including certification that the bidder, joint partners if the bidder is a conglomerate operation, and any subcontractors have no outstanding liens or claims against them.
J. References the Commission or its Staff may call to receive an assessment of the bidder’s, and each subcontractor’s, previous performance.  References should be provided for the company or companies proposing and for the individuals designated as principals for the project.  The information required for each reference is as follows:
· Name of individual to contact for reference;
· Company / Facility which employed the individual;
· Telephone number;
· Whether reference is for the company or a principal; and
· Project or work for which the reference is given.
K. A description of the proposed scope of work to be performed, including a work plan, expected deliverable products, and task timing.  Bidders should propose additions and/or modifications to the work scope described in this RFP in order to provide a comprehensive and accurate operational audit.
L. In a separately numbered section, the bidder will provide a detailed cost breakdown by phase/task of the work plan including the class of personnel performing each phase/task of the work, the hourly rate charged for each class, the number of hours charged for each class, an equivalent breakdown of all subcontracted work, any direct or indirect cost items which the bidder plans to charge, and the total cost.
The maximum contract price quoted by the bidder shall include all items of work defined in the proposal.  The bidder will be expected to deliver the performance described in its proposal within the agreed price.  
M. Identification, by name, of the lead personnel to be employed, the extent of their involvement in the project, and a description of how the proposed personnel’s experience matches project requirements.  Contract terms will not permit substitution of lead personnel without prior written approval of the Commission.  Identification of lead personnel in the cost proposal will not constitute satisfactory compliance with this requirement.
N. A description of the qualifications, experience, and proven results achieved by all professional lead or significant personnel to be employed on the project, with a summary of work performed on projects similar to the one contemplated by this RFP including specific references.  The Commission reserves the right to request samples or prior relevant work from any bidder prior to making its final auditor selection.
O. Identification by name and title, and the hourly rate of pay and all other related costs, of the individual or individuals who will present expert testimony before the Commission during the appropriate hearing.
P. Example of any bid proposal for a SmartGrid system audit that the company has previously submitted, if applicable.
VIII.
REVIEW CRITERIA
Proposals will be evaluated on a basis which includes the following criteria:
A. COMPLIANCE WITH MINIMUM CONTENTS REQUIREMENTS   
Lack of satisfactory response to the Minimum Contents Requirements will be grounds for elimination of any proposal from further consideration.
B. COST 25%
The total proposed contract price as specified in the proposal.  A break out of costs among the components of both the physical audit and the audit is required.  Bidders are encouraged to provide as competitive a bid as is practicable.  
Staff’s assessment of value will comprise the merit for this evaluation criterion, not least-cost.  This means that the highest quality proposed work plan for the most reasonable dollars will be the primary consideration insofar as cost is concerned.  
C. UNDERSTANDING OF PROJECT 30%
Bidder has grasped the intent of the project, is knowledgeable of the technical aspects required, indicates understanding of potential problems, demonstrates understanding of regulatory issues, trends, and perspectives, and the work plan indicates appropriate phasing.  The bidder has indicated its method of handling the project, has reflected thorough understanding of the project requirement, the methods for handling the project appear realistic under stated time constraints, and the bidder’s innovative methodologies appear appropriate to the project.  The proposal is responsive to the RFP.
D.
EXPERIENCE OF PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO PROJECT AND RELATED ORGANIZATIONAL EXPERIENCE 40%
Relevant experience in field; qualified to undertake assignment.  References of previous clients/projects provided.
E.
TIMELINES 5%
Demonstrated ability to meet stated deadline; realistic timelines provided, and demonstrated proven results of lead personnel.
IX. 
OTHER PROPOSAL CRITERIA
A. RELEVANCE
The bidder shall include only relevant information and pertinent exhibits in the proposal.  Duplication of materials provided in the RFP, exhaustive resumes, inclusion of standard company promotional materials, etc., will not garner additional points in the evaluation process and may detract from the clarity and conciseness of the proposal.
B. PROPRIETARY DATA IN PROPOSAL
Submissions to the Commission become public documents available to open inspection.  Proprietary data in a proposal will also assume this stature.  Therefore, discretionary action is recommended for any proprietary data to be submitted in proposals.
C. DUE DATE AND SUBMITTAL ADDRESS
Any proposal submitted hereunder must be received at the following address no later than 5:00 p.m., November 24, 2010.  The proposal should be sent in a sealed envelope, clearly marked and addressed to:
Kim Childs
Response to RFP No. EE10-OA-1
The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Street
Columbus, OH  43215-3793
Note:  By responding to this request for proposal, the bidder expressly accepts and is bound by all the terms thereof including all attachments, exhibits, and schedules.
D.
COPIES
Ten copies of the proposal are to be submitted to the Commission.
E.
AUDITOR REQUIREMENTS AND MINORITY PARTICIPATION  
The Commission in awarding the contract will give preference to Ohio bidders.  Ohio contractors include not only established domestic companies actively doing business in Ohio but also encompass multi-state companies with headquarters out of Ohio but with substantial commitments of offices, division, and facilities within the state.  The Commission will give preference to bidders demonstrating compliance with minority and women EEO criteria.
F.
LATE PROPOSALS
A proposal is late if received at any time after the due date set for receipt of the proposals.  A late proposal will be considered along with other proposals only if it is received before the evaluation of proposals has, in the sole opinion of the Commission, substantially progressed, and then only in one of the three following conditions exists:
1. Mail delay – the lateness is due solely to a delay in the mail when the response has been sent by registered or certified mail for which an official, dated postmark on the original receipt has been obtained.
2. Commission error – if it is received by any reasonable means at the Commission in sufficient time to be delivered at the office designated for the opening and would have been received at such office except the delay due to mishandling at the Commission.  Only an appropriate date or time stamp showing the time of the receipt will be accepted as evidence of timely receipt of the proposal.
3. Exceptions – Any other late proposal will not be considered, unless it is the only proposal received or in the sole judgment of the Commission it offers some important technical or scientific advantage that is of benefit to the Commission.
G.
MODIFICATION OR WITHDRAWAL OF PROPOSAL
Any proposal may be modified or withdrawn by written request of the bidder if the request is received by the Commission at the above address by the date set for receipt of original proposals.
H. MODIFICATION OR WITHDRAWAL OF THIS RFP 
This RFP may be modified or withdrawn at any time prior to the time set for receipt of proposals and thereafter, as long as no proposal has been opened.  Upon any such modification or withdrawal, all bidders will be notified and any person or firm who has expressly requested such notice in writing will also be notified of such changes at the discretion of the Commission.
I.
RIGHT TO REJECT ANY AND ALL PROPOSALS
The Commission reserves the right, without limitation or discussion with those submitting proposals, to reject any and all proposals.
J.
PENALTY FOR DIVULGING INFORMATION
The auditor shall abide by all provisions of Section 4901.16, Revised Code which states:  “Except in his report to the public utilities commission or when called on to testify in any court or proceeding of the public utilities commission, no employee or agent referred to in Section 4905.13 of the Revised Code shall divulge any information acquired by him in respect to the transaction, property, or business of any public utility, while acting or claiming to act as such employee or agent.  Whoever violates this section shall be disqualified from acting as agent, or acting in any other capacity under the appointment or employment of the commission.”
The auditor shall not divulge any information regarding its audit activities to the media or to any other entity, except in its report and testimony before the Commission, before, during, and/or after the audit.  All comments or concerns that the auditor wants to address shall be directed to the Commission’s Media Office.
K. RFP WEBSITE
All firms wishing to remain on the Commission’s bidder list must subscribe to the Commission’s RFP list by clicking on the “RFP – Requests for Proposals” link at:
http://www.puco.ohio.gov/PUCO/Docketing
Pending RFPs and further information will be posted at the above website.
L. STATUTORY SCOPE OF AUDIT
Any auditor who is chosen by the Commission or the company to perform an audit shall execute its duties pursuant to the Commission’s statutory authority to investigate and acquire records, contracts, reports, and other documentation under Sections 4903.02, 4903.03, 4905.06, 4905.15 and 4905.16, Revised Code.
M. AUDITOR SELECTION
The Commission reserves the right to determine that the described audit will not be conducted or will be conducted by Staff, depending on the Commission’s needs and circumstances at the time of the selection.
N. FINAL CONTRACT NEGOTIATION
Staff may engage in negotiations with any prospective auditor the final scope of work to be performed and a corresponding final price.  The purpose of this provision is to maintain flexibility to incorporate into the final scope of work certain work scope elements included in proposals but not others and to be able to specify a contract cost or price that corresponds to the final scope of work.  
X.
QUESTIONS REGARDING THIS RFP

Bidders may make written inquiries regarding this RFP prior to 3 business days before the due date.  All inquiries will be addressed per the process below without attribution to the inquiring bidder.  To make an inquiry, bidders must use the following process:

1. In order to be able to receive responses to any and all inquiries, the bidder must register to become a member of a listserv.  The listserv will be used to provide responses.  
2. Using your web browser, go to the PUCO home page at http://www.PUCO.ohio.gov/.  There will be a link to the PUCO Duke SmartGrid RFP web page under the “Announcements” section.  Click on that link.  

3. On the Duke SmartGrid RFP web page fill out the form entitled “PUCO Duke SmartGrid RFP Listserv.”  

4. The bidder will be placed on an email listserv that does not receive emails and does not reveal the identity of any listserv member to any other listserv member.  This will ensure the anonymity of the inquiring bidder to all other bidders.  
5. To submit an inquiry, send an email to
DukeSmartGridRFPQuestions@puc.state.oh.us.  

In the subject line of the email include the bidder’s company name.  

In the body of the email provide:

· First and last name of the prospective bidder’s representative who is responsible for the inquiry. 

· Representative’s business phone number.

· Representative’s email address

· The question or inquiry.

· A reference to the relevant part of this RFP.

· The heading for the provision of the RFP under question. 

· The page number of the RFP where the provision can be found.

Any bidder submitting an inquiry will receive an email acknowledgement that the Commission has received the inquiry.  The bidder will not receive a personalized response to the question or notification when the Commission has answered the question.  The answer or response to the inquiry will be sent to the submitting bidder and all other bidders via the listserv.  

The Commission usually responds to all inquiries within three business days of receipt, excluding weekends and Commission holidays.  However, the Commission will not respond to any inquiries received after 5:00 p.m. on the third business day prior to the due date for submitting proposals.

The Commission does not consider questions asked during the inquiry period through the inquiry process as exceptions to the terms and conditions of this RFP.

The above process will be used for all administrative and/or technical questions, however, if it is imperative that a bidder speak with a Staff member, such communications should be directed to Kim Childs at 614-466-5405. 

� The business case was filed under seal.  The auditor selected for this audit will be provided access to this document  provided appropriate nondisclosure terms are in place.  





�what does this mean? what other audits?






