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Business Information eXchange
	Minutes, CuS Meeting, March 24th and 25th, 2009

	CuS, Structuring of the energy market, phase V
	March 6th, 2009



Minutes – CuS project meeting, March 24th and 25th, 2009
Date:
Tuesday and Wednesday, March 24th and 25th, 2009
Time:
09:00 – 17:00 (18:00?) and 9:00 – 14:00
Place:
TenneT, Arnhem, the Netherlands
Participants:
Adrian Fuchs, swissgrid, CH

Anita Buchholz, SAP, DE

Eva Lepperhoff (Convenor), RWE, DE
Juraj Horvat, Vychodoslovenska energetika a. s., SK 

Kees Sparreboom, TenneT, NL

Leif Morland, Logica, NO

Ove Nesvik (Secretary), EdiSys, NO 
Thilo Lombardo, Kisters, DE
Excuses: 
Christian Odgaard, Energinet.dk, DK

Filip Drijkoningen, UMIX, BE

Gerrit Fokkema, EDSN, NL

Joachim (Joe) Schlegel, RWE

Margit Reiter, Energie Ag, AT
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Enclosure:
PowerPoint presentation for next ebIX® Forum meeting

1 Approval of agenda
The agenda was approved 

2 Minutes from previous meeting
The minutes from previous meeting was approved with the following comments:
· The text within parentheses under the 10th bullet point under item 4.2 should have been: Margit said that in Austria – at least in most regions – one ID for BRP/Balance Group within the class will suffice Margit said that she didn’t see the need for it in Austria.
· The discussion items and conclusion under item 4.1 was updated to:
· Conclusion: The CuS group wants to use the roles from the ebIX®, EFET and ETSO Harmonised role model in the BRS(s), when applicable, and when ebIX make the Business Requirements View.

· For other European countries it is not necessarily the Balance supplier that will send the Request/confirm change of Metered data responsible. 
· The process originated from Germany and there it will be the Metered data responsible that triggers the change. In the Netherlands the Balance supplier and the Metered data responsible will normally be the same company. The triggering role however will be the Balance supplier (for the larger household customers). 

· Question for ebIX Forum: What should ebIX do: continue model according to the participant countries current implementations or try model according to how we think the politicians (Brussels/EU) sees it, i.e. a supplier centric model? We should also ask the ebIX Forum to investigate with other contacts (CIGRE, ERGEG…) what they think. CuS will propose for the ebIX forum to go for a supplier centric model.
· Kees asked for the membership status for Estonia. It was agreed that Ove will send a mail to the Estonian CuS members/observers asking for a membership status. 

Homework:
· Ove will send a mail to the Estonian CuS members/observers asking for a status.

· Anita will try finding statements from ERGEG documents, stating that EU should aim at a supplier centric model.

3 Preparations for next ebIX® Forum meeting

See attached PowerPoint presentation, which was prepared during the meeting. 
4 Review and finalisation (?) of CuS model version 2.0
Since there has been no EMD meeting since last CuS meeting there were no changes to the model related to Change of Metered data responsible and Distribute Metering point characteristics.EMD will review and comment on the questions from CuS and update their requirements views to version 1 before CuS does any more to the processes. 

4.1 Review of homework from previous meeting

Kees had made a document presenting the details of processes related to Move in and Move out:
· Issue Metering point Id:

· Responsible for issuing is probably the Grid access provider.

· Move in:

· A new UseCase Request link grid contract between Balance supplier and Metering point administrator caused a longer discussion: 

· This might be a generic UseCase to be used in different processes, e.g. for contracts between to Grid operators, for Exchange metering points…. 

· Anita showed a presentation, showing that there are several different contracts in use in different countries. Based on this it was made a proposal for definitions (descriptions) of relevant contract types, i.e. 
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Grid Access Contract

The owner of the house (PCG) requests the physical access/connection to the grid. Therefore a grid access contract between the owner (PCG) and the GAP is set up.  In case the owner of the house changes, the grid access contract has to be changed accordingly.

Supply Contract 

A customer requests to be supplied with energy. Therefore he contacts the BS.  A supply contract between the customer (PCG) and the BS is set up. 

Overall Grid Usage Contract 

Between the BS and the GAP a general agreement for grid usage (overall contract) is set up. This general agreement is valid for consumers.

The BS registers for grid usage for a certain metering point, if he supplies a customer (PCG) for this metering point with energy.

Grid Usage Contract 

The grid usage contract can also be set up per one or more metering points between PCG and GAP.
· The Move in could be seen as a generic process handling also other processes such as establishment of a new MP.

· The UseCase Request link grid contract was renamed to Request grid access. This might be seen as a sort of “Boolean process”, either there is a grid access or not. If not the UseCase Request Grid access contract is started.

· Move out: No time to review, but expected to be similar to the Move in.
Leif had made a proposal for making the CuS model more efficient, which was discussed (see Appendix A):
· Kees had sent in the following response; 
· I see some interesting thoughts in Leif’s document. But I also see, that if we seriously are going to contemplate this line of thinking, we should add to the agenda an item for the preparation of a document for the Forum in which we propose that ebIX most definitively adopts a supplier centric model for all its “Structure” model elements. Because as you see in Leif’s document, the consequences of the consistent use of the supplier centric approach may lead to a model that is different from the model we have developed on the basis of all the present national requirements. 
· And Gerrit had sent in the following response;

· In addition to Leif’s simplification I suggest a simple Start and Stop message; Start for switches/changes of roles and the move in, Stop for move out and ‘end of responsibility’. Of course messages need to be supporting to the intercompany business processes.
· Leif explained that his definition of a supplier centric model is that all communication from the Consumer is directed to the Balance supplier. This means for instance that the responsibility of the customer related master data will be moved from the Metering point administrator to the Balance supplier. 

· Kees expressed a concern related to the principle that the responsible role for customer related master data will be a “switchable role”. 

· Advantages (simplification) might, among others, be:
· Simplification of customer initiated processes, since these processes will be handled by the Balance supplier. 
· Leif asked if these principles could be used to simplify the processes we have defined so far, e.g. could we merge the move and switch processes and only define one common “change process”? (However without any answer).
· Eva summarised that the proposal will have effect on the energy market related to clarification of responsibilities and overall decreased costs.
4.2 Review of CuS model
Ove had distributed an updated CuS model before the meeting, which was reviewed and discussed:

· There are some missing Business reason codes (Reason for transaction), such as End of Metered date responsible. Ove will make a list over missing Business reason codes and send a request to ETC.
· Metering point parties related to gas were discussed. I.e. 
· Should we make a choice between Balance responsible party and Transport Capacity Responsible Party in the relevant class diagrams?
· Should we add Transport capacity responsible party to the CuS Role model?
· Conclusion:
We add in the introduction that the document is focused on electricity and that attributes making the model usable for gas is added, but not discussed throughout. We also added Transport capacity responsible party in all relevant class diagrams.
· Kees raised the question if the document really is a business requirement specification. Is it too much based on Core Components, existing code lists etc.? To make it a bit simpler to read it was agreed:
· To remove tagged values from enumerations in the class diagram.

· Move the process Change of MP party to an appendix and make a sentence explaining that this is a template for the change processes described earlier in the document.

· Related to the process Change of Metered data responsible, Kees raised the question if a supplier centric model is reflecting the Supply Company or the harmonised role Balance supplier. I.e. is it really the Balance supplier that initiates the Change of Metered data responsible process, or is the Supply Company mapped to the Metered data responsible? Why don’t we add the Customer?
· It was proposed to change the process, having an Initiating role, as a generalisation of Metered data responsible, Balance supplier and Customer:
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· This also triggered a discussion related to the audience of the BRS? Is it the Eurelectric market committee, or some employee at a national regulator, or national ebIX groups? The term we use for the roles in the BRS will depend on the answer, but no such answer was found. 
· It was however agreed to rename the CuS document to UMM 2 Business Requirements View.
The following changes where agreed:

· Add code E94, End of Metered data responsible to the End of Metered data responsible process.

· Remove Metering point party class from all rejection documents. 

· Remove the Condition attribute from the Status class in all rejection documents.

· Add in the introduction that the document is focused on electricity and that attributes making the model usable for gas is added, but not discussed throughout.
· Add Transport Capacity Responsible Party in relevant class diagram.
· Review spelling errors in the entity definition (chapter 5)

· Remove tagged values from enumerations in the class diagram.

· Move the process Change of MP party to an appendix and make a sentence explaining that this is a template for the change processes described earlier in the document.

· Rename the CuS document to UMM 2 Business Requirements View.
Items for next meeting:

· Final (?) review of the CuS document version 2.0 - UMM 2 Business Requirements View 

· Update of the model after new documents from EMD related to Change of Metered data responsible and Distribute master data, MP.
Homework:
· Everybody should verify the contract types above and if possible come up with better definitions, especially for the Grid access contract and the Grid usage contract.

· Ove will make a list over missing Business reason codes and send a request to ETC

· Ove will update the CuS BRS according to list over changes above.

5 RSM (Requirement Specification Mapping) and XML schemas for the CuS business documents
The next ebIX ETC Modelling group expect to have a review of the first CuS UMM Business Choreography View and Business Information View on their next meeting. 
6 CuS model version 2.1

Due to lack of time the item was postponed.

7 Review of Priorities for future work, see Appendix C
Due to lack of time the item was postponed.
8 Meeting schedule

· May Tuesday 26th and Wednesday 27th, Haugesund (Norway)
· August Tuesday 18th and Wednesday 19th, Hamburg (SAP)

· October Tuesday 27th and Wednesday 28th, Brussels (?)

9 AOB

Appendix A Simplifications in a supplier centric model

Background

When defining a supplier centric model one can assume that the balance supplier takes care of all changes related to a customer and its relations. 

Similarities with the MPA

The MPA have the “master” database of metering point characteristic, and can distribute all metering point characteristics to relevant parties. 

In a supplier centric model, the balance supplier has the “master” for the “customer characteristics”, forming a CA – Customer Administrator. 

Simplification in distributing master data
A simplification in distributing master data is to send everything that is relevant, even if only one parameter has been updated.

“Customer characteristics” -> “Responsibility for the MP consumption”
The set of “customer characteristics” that the balance supplier (CA) is “collecting”, represent the “Responsibility for the MP consumption”. When this set is sent to the MPA, the responsible parties will be updated, with relevant parameters.

Simplification in Supplier/Customer switch -> “Changes in responsibility”
In a supplier centric model we only need ONE “message”, to ask the MPA to update the “customer characteristics”. This can be used for supplier switch, customer switch, balance responsible switch, or other parties connected to the customer.

As for the master data, the complete set will be sent, even if only one party has been changed.

National rules can decide how long in advance the “massage” has to be sent, and if it is allowed to update some of the parties in the past.

An “End of responsibility” has to be included, either as a separate “message” or using an “end date” in “Changes in responsibility”.

Appendix B Member list

Members:
	Name
	
	Company
	Telephone
	Mobile
	E-mail

	Adrian Fuchs 
	CH
	swissgrid
	+41585802328
	
	adrian.fuchs@swissgrid.ch 

	Christian Odgaard
	DK
	Energinet.dk
	+45 76 22 44 63
	+45 23 33 85 55
	cco@energinet.dk

	Filip Drijkoningen
	BE
	Interelectra /UMIX
	+32 11 26 64 95 
	+32 4 9558 6471 
	filip.drijkoningen@infrax.be 

	Joachim (Joe) Schlegel 
	DE 
	RWE 
	+49 2314384426
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	Joachim.Schlegel@rwe.com

	Eva Lepperhoff (Convenor)
	DE 
	RWE 
	+49 234515 1467
	+49 162 250 4430
	eva.lepperhoff@rwe.com 

	Gerrit Fokkema
	NL
	EDSN
	+31 355 480 180
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	gerrit.fokkema@edsn.nl

	Kees Sparreboom
	NL
	TenneT
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	kees.sparreboom@capgemini.com

	Leif Morland
	NO
	Logica
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	+47 934 08 717
	leif.morland@logica.com

	Oscar Ludwigs
	SE
	SvK
	+46 8 739 7784
	+46 70 539 7784
	Oscar.Ludwigs@svk.se

	Ove Nesvik (Secretary)
	NO
	EdiSys 
	+47 22 42 13 80
	+47 928 22 908
	ove.nesvik@edisys.no

	Tor Heiberg
	NO
	Statnett
	+47 22 52 70 00
	+47 99353 969 
	tor.heiberg@statnett.no
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	Margit Reiter
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	DE
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	+49 241/9671-194
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	Thilo.Lombardo@kisters.de
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	DE
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	Anne Gaëlle Le Saout


	FR
	EDF Réseau de Distribution
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	Danièle Bui
	FR
	EDF Réseau de Distribution
	
	
	daniele.bui@distribution.edf.fr

	Sylvie Malet
	FR
	EDF R&D
	
	
	Sylvie.Mallet@edf.fr

	Juraj Horvat
	SK
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	horvat_juraj@vse.sk 

	Erkki 
	EE
	Estonian Energy
	
	
	Erkki.Lindepuu@energia.ee 

	Priit Tampere
	EE
	Estonian Energy
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Appendix C Priorities for future work

First priority:

	Item
	Time/Status

	A) Update the model to include gas.
	First priority

	B) Review and finalise the Business information model for structuring of the European energy market

Current processes:

1) Customer switching process

2) Customer move

3) End of supply

4) Distribute master data (MP, Meter, …)

· Including discussion of Control area and/or Imbalance settlement responsible
5) Change of roles connected to a MP (to be moved on top of 1) and 2) as a generalisation?)

New processes (for Business information model version 2.0)::

6) Request change of attributes connected to a MP

7) Request change of master data, meter
	These items will be taken in numeric order



	C) Efficient data alignment:

· Done monthly in Germany (UTILMD). Done on request as .csv or Excel in Austria, Denmark (may be UTILMD), Norway and Sweden. In the Netherlands request/response messages (UTILMD/UTILTS) are exchanged when needed.

· Include alignment of master data, such as MP master data, e.g. as periodical master data report from MPA

· Does not include pre-switch checking

· Exchange of metered data can be seen as a sort of data alignment

· Data alignment is a periodic comparison data.
	Second priority

Kees has presented Global Commerce Initiative principles from retail December 2005 and Leif has described the alignment problems as he sees it.

	D) Efficient pre-switch checking and verification of contractual matters between the new and the old (current) Balance suppler

· Currently done as UTILMD messages in Germany.

· Under discussion as WEB based services in Denmark and Norway.

· Metering point ids, address and postcode is available in centralised systems in the Netherlands and Belgium (meant for data alignment and not pre-switch checking). In the Netherlands also request/response messages (UTILMD/UTILTS) are exchanged for pre-switch checking.
	Second priority



	E) Bulk switch

· May be change of all customers belonging to one BS (e.g. related to bankruptcy) or a switch of all MPs related to one customer (petrol stations, banks etc).

· Currently done in the Netherlands (for all customers belonging to one BS) with a manual trigger of the process (manual handling of the 392 information), but using normal messages for the confirmations/notifications (both to BS and BRP). 

· Denmark and Germany are discussing switch of all MPs related to one customer using one virtual/aggregated MP id.
	Second priority



	F) Change to/from Supplier of last resort

· Exist in Norway, Germany and Belgium.

· Does not exist in Austria, Sweden, Netherlands and Denmark.

· A Balance supplier appointed by the authorities (e.g. the regulator) to supply energy under certain conditions to consumers rejected by other Balance suppliers.
	Second priority



	G) Change to/from Default supplier

· Does not exist in Austria, Norway, Netherlands and Belgium.

· Exist in Sweden, Germany and Denmark.

· A Balance supplier that supplies MPs within a Metering Grid Area (chosen by the MPA) when the customer has not chosen another BS.

In addition there will always be a “Loss supplier” responsible for the grid-loss. 
	Second priority



	H) Creating and deleting metering points

· An automated process has been “tested” in Denmark. It is difficult to let the BS create a MP, since he needs a MP-id, which not is available until the MP is created in the MPA database. 

· The process of creating a MP may include the need for a new role; “Electrical Installation company”. 
	Second priority



	I) Change request and exchange of master data to other databases, such as parties and contracts.
	Second priority



	J) Class diagram for Installation information (inclusive "premise id" and "location id") and Exchange of master data for "Measuring field". This may require a recast of UTILMD.
	Second priority



	K) Addition of Balance Group id to the switch messages
	?

	L) Presentation of the model: Training and HTML. 
	Not prioritised

	M) Making a “Market view” of the CuS model, presented in the introduction of the CuS business information model, seen from the customer point of view. This should include the Consumer and his/hers interface to the Metered data collector, the Grid access provider and the Balance supplier).
	Not prioritised
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CuS: 

Status and work plan,

ebIX® and Eurelectric liaison group

ebIX Forum meeting,

Stockholm, April 29th, 2009

Eva Lepperhoff
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CuS – Meetings 

		3 meetings since ebIX® Forum autumn meeting:

		December 2nd and 3rd in Slovakia

		February 24th and 25th in Switzerland

		March 24th and 25th in the Netherlands

		1 more meeting planned for spring 2009

		May 26th and 27th in Norway

		3 meetings planned for 2nd half of 2009





*











CuS – work done since last ebIX® Forum meeting

		Almost finished version 2.0 of the CuS model:

		Business Requirements View in line with UMM 2

		Based on the ebIX® and Eurelectric UseCase model for Change-of-Supplier

		Extended with other processes:

		Customer Move

		Change and end of Metering Point Party

		Change of Balance responsible

		Awaiting EMD response on comments from CuS



Change and end of Metered data responsible 

Distribute Metering-point characteristics

		Also including a CuS Role model and Entity description





*











Does ebIX® adopt a

Supplier centric model?

Alternatives:

Continue modelling according to the participating countries current implementations?

Model according to how ERGEG, CEER, ACER, DG/TREN and DG/COM (EU)…. sees it (i.e. a supplier centric model for supplier switching as announced in ERGEG best practice proposition)?
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Supplier centric model

- some possible consequences

		All communication from the customer is directed to the Balance supplier. 

		The responsibility for the customer related master data will be moved from the Metering point administrator to the Balance supplier

		Simplification of customer initiated processes

		Will always be handled by the Balance supplier 

		Simplification for the Metering point administrator, since his database might be fully automated

		Effect on the Energy market:

		Clarified responsibilities

		Overall decreased costs
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Consequences of a 

Supplier centric model

		ebIX® Forum has to investigate with other contacts (CIGRE, ERGEG, Eurelectric…)

		A good opportunity to present ebIX to European organisations 

		ebIX/CuS assumes that a supplier centric model will affect most of the structuring processes

		





*











CuS – Activities in progress

		Finalisation of CuS model version 2.0

		Expected finalised after the CuS meeting in May 2009

		Submit to UN/CEFACT in due time

		Making version 3.0 as a “real” supplier centric model?

		Re-establishing the Eurelectric and ebIX® Liaison group?





*











CuS – Activities planned

		CuS model version 2.1 or 3.1

		Distribute master data meter/register

		Request for change of master data meter

		Request change of attributes connected to a MP

		CuS model version 2.2 or 3.2

		Bulk Switch/Supplier of last resort 

		Efficient data alignment/Pre Switch checking 

		Creating and deleting metering points

		Change request and exchange of master data to other databases, such as parties and contracts





*











RSM, XML, ..

		CuS expects ETC to handle the practical tasks related to creation of:

		A UMM Business Choreography View

		The technical part of the model

		A UMM Business Information View

		Core Components 

		Mapping 

		to EDIFACT 

		to XML 

		to WS (web services)

		…..
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Eurelectric & ebIX® 

Liaison group

		Version 1.0 of the Eurelectric and ebIX® Change-of-supplier UseCase model is published on the Eurelectric web site

		There are currently no common activities

		CuS is awaiting the result from the contact between ebIX and Eurelectric 

chairmen (action item from 

earlier ebIX Forum meeting)
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Thank you for your

kind attention

www.ebix.org
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The aim of ebIX is to succeed in the objectives and goals by:

		Invest in understanding of each others problems and markets needs

		Impose not by legal position, but by common sense and practical and acceptable solutions 

		Starting activities in the electricity market (because of the roots of ENF) but start to cooperate with the gas market and come with a common goal and path to go along to reach those goals 

		Respecting local solutions in markets and countries, in such a way that they got reasonable possibilities to adapt new standards (technically possibilities for conversions, enough time to implement and enough time to respect previous investments to a certain extend) 

		Promote the lessons learned, not by dictating the solutions, but showing the advantages and also the shortcomings 

		Decisions on standards should preferably be passed unanimously by all members 

		To become that successful that the ebIX will be seen as the defacto standardization organization 

		In order to keep the organization lean and mean the meetings will be hosted by the members on a rotary basis, ebIX won’t establish a permanent secretary but one of the members will take care of that for a year and ebIX wants to succeed with a budget of maximum of 1 full time equivalent EDI/XML-consultant





If ebIX really succeeds in his goals, it is most likely that more formal procedures for voting and financial arrangements are needed. At that moment the ebIX will look carefully for EU and ETSO common practices on those topics.











Keep going, mum ...
They love it ..

Jesus got a lot of
Support from Maria
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