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Minutes from ETC meeting, January 30th and 31st, 2008
Date:
Wednesday January 30th and Thursday January 31st 

Time:
09:00 - 18:00 and 9:00 - 15:30
Place:
Energinet.dk
Participants:
Alexander Pisters, RWE, DE
Christian Odgaard, Energinet.dk
Christoph Ruffing, swissgrid, CH
Filip Drijkoningen, Interelectra/UMIX, BE 

Jan Owe, SvK, SE (Only Wednesday January 30th)
Kees Sparreboom, TenneT, NL
Ove Nesvik (Secretary), EdiSys, NO
Attachment:
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1) Approval of agenda

The agenda was approved with the following additions:

· Questions from Sweden related to UTILTS, see 4) Review of UML Code lists
· Use of State diagrams in UMM models, see 5.3, Other modelling issues
· Report from latest ETSO TF-EDI meeting, see 10.1 AOB
· Update of address list, see 10.2 AOB
· ebIX XML schemas, see 10.3 AOB
· Review of ebIX course documentation, see 10.4 AOB
· Questionnaire related to ebIX Test facility, see 10.5 AOB
2) Minutes from previous meetings

The previous minutes were approved.
3) Review and update of work items
	Meeting
	
	Status

	January 30-31

(Denmark)
	· Review of Code lists published after the December 2007 meeting

· Review of available ebIX course material and decision on how to continue.

· Question from EMD related to EDIFACT mapping

· Review of CuS models with new UMM structure

· Review of ebIX CC/UMM profile (CC) 

· Review of questionnaire related to test facility and start on making a proposal for requirements.

· How to handle national extension in our models.

· ebIX XML schemas

· Homework for UN/CEFACT/TMG/UPCC

· Information on MDA (Model Driven Architecture)
	Done
Done

Postponed

Postponed

Postponed

Postponed
Done
Postponed

Postponed

Skipped

	February 27-28 

(Brussels)
	· ebIX XML schemas
	

	
	· Review of Code lists published after the January 2008 meeting 
	

	
	· Report and experiences from Belgian ebIX course 
	

	
	· Addition of the new UMM 2.0 version as a module in the ebIX CC/UMM profile 
	Homework Kees

	
	· Review of ebIX CC/UMM profile (CC)  
	

	
	· Requirements related to a possible ebIX test facility.
	Homework Christoph

	
	· Mapping from EMD models to EDIFACT 
	Homework Ove

	
	If time:

· Homework for UN/CEFACT/TMG/UPCC

· Review of CuS models with new UMM structure

· Review of EMD models with new UMM structure
	

	April 15-16 (Tallinn)
	· Harmonisation of the ebIX Domain model with the  ETSO/EFET/ebIX Harmonisation group
	

	May 21-22 (Oslo)
	· Finalise the ebIX course material.
	

	Meeting 5, 2008
	· Develop a naming convention for XML/UML root classes
	

	Meeting 6, 2008
	· XML and EDIFACT for CuS and EMD documents
	

	Meeting 7, 2008
	· 
	

	Meeting 8, 2008
	· Use of State diagrams in UMM models

· Code lists:

· Creation of error codes in the Model error report (ERC/9321)
· Check of the consistency between CEFACT lists and ebIX subsets 

· Should we change code 231 = Grid area with the newer and more precise 239 = Metering grid area?
	


4) Review of UML Code lists
4.1 Questions from Sweden

Sweden had sent the following questions before the meeting:

A) What will happen with Metered Data Aggregator, Central? We can use Imbalance Settlement Responsible Party. It is the same company in Sweden = Svenska Kraftnät, and we can wait to use Metered Data Aggregator, Central if/when that role is part of the model.

Conclusion: For the time being ETC proposes using Imbalance Settlement Responsible.
B) Error codes - Message Date. If there is an error in the MessageDate you will send a negative response. E.g.:
a. A message "from the future". 

b. The time series was sent to late, e.g. we have already "closed the book" (sent the last invoice or something). This is a sort of ProcessabilityErrorReport (i.e. UTILTS-ERR). But what error code should be used? Since "Incorrect period" is better to be used when there is an error in the ObservationPeriod, and "Message date" is not a period, we would like to have an error code specifying an error in the MessageDate.
In our UTILTS-guide we don't want to use "Incorrect period" both for errors in the header and in the detail, but we have not found any other code to be used when we find errors in the "Message date".

Conclusion: Sweden was advised to use the code E50 in a Processability error report for the messages received to late and use a Model error report (APERAK) for the “Message from the future”, where Sweden already uses Nordic APERAK codes. 
C) StatusReasonDescriptionCode 
· We can not have both:

· E88 = Measurement should not be zero and E88 = Billing Energy 
· E89 = Measurement has a wrong sign and E89 = Billing grid cost 
· I would prefer keeping E88 = Billing Energy and E89 = Billing grid cost since those codes has been published in EMD-documents at www.ebix.org.

Conclusion: 
We will keep 

E88 = Billing Energy 

E89 = Billing grid cost,

and add

E97 = Measurement should not be zero
E98 = Measurement has a wrong sign  

4.2 Walk-trough the code lists
The Business reason codes were reviewed and the following changes agreed:

The code E92 = Change of Party connected to grid was removed 
The code E21 = Change of Party connected to grid was kept (not longer “marked for deletion”)
The code E01 = Move was “marked for deletion”
The code E93 = End of Party connected to grid was agreed as new code
The code E94 = End of Metered data Responsible was moved to CuS
The code E95 = End of Meter Administrator was moved to CuS
The code E96 = End of Balance responsible party was agreed as new code
The code E97 = Measurement should not be zero was agreed as new code (see also above)
The code E98 = Measurement has a wrong sign was agreed as new code (see also above)
Also Belgian, Danish, Norwegian, Swedish and Swiss codes were reviewed and common codes (not national) were added to the ebIX code lists. Kees will mark those codes he thinks are used in only one country with the country name and everybody should verified if they are used in other countries by next meeting. 
It was also agreed to rename all code lists used for EDIFACT qualifiers to qualifier lists. 

In addition the following issues where added to the work item list, see item 3):
· Creation of error codes in the Model error report (ERC/9321)

· Check of the consistency between CEFACT lists and ebIX subsets 

· Should we change code 231 = Grid area with the newer and more precise 239 = Metering grid area?

Belgium, Germany and Norway are using communication numbers (AL=Mobile, TE=Phone, EM=Email, FX=Fax) when exchanging party information. This is however not a part of any ebIX model and the topic will be forwarded to CuS. 

For Swedish measurement unit codes based on UN recommendation 20 the following codes will be added to the CEFACT code lists:

	E07
	MWh/h
	Megawatt-hour per hour

	D03
	kWh/h
	Kilowatt-hour per hour

	MAR
	MVAr 
	MegaVolt-Ampere reactive power

	E08
	MW/Hz
	Frequency adjustment

	A59
	8-parts 
	I. e. Cloud cover

	D78
	MJ/s
	Megajoule/second


Homework:

· Kees will finalise the update of the code list, including renaming of all code lists used for EDIFACT qualifiers to qualifier lists, and distribute it as a Word document to ETC. 

· Everybody should add national codes for the common code list and sent to Kees within February 15th. However, this only applies for codes which naturally will be the responsibility of ebIX. 
5) Modelling

5.1 Status for questions to Christian (TMG)
The modelling questions Christoph sent to Christian Huemer after the previous ETC meeting was discussed during a telephone conference with Christian. 
5.1.1 Context information:

Does (or will) UMM give us the opportunity and means to transfer specific information via parameters, or “context information”, into generic transactions patterns instead of making separate activity diagrams for each lower level activity? 

The question is how to transfer parameters to the generic transaction patterns. We had the idea to do it by means of tagged values. Or should we use OCL-statements?

We want to follow strictly the UMM guide lines and rules. So which way to transfer information is the “correct” one?

Christian: Christian means that this makes sense, but wants to fix the basic of the UMM before these more complicated concepts are addressed. If ebIX wants to do something about this, ebIX should make a request to UN/CEFACT/TMG. Patterns 
5.1.2 Context information as re-use parameters

We hear a lot about “context information” in UN/CEFACT. The above issue could be regarded as a kind of use of context information in order to instantiate. Is this to be regarded to be in line with those discussions? If so, is this expected to be included in UMM?

Christian: Also this question makes sense, but will not be addressed in the near future. ebIX may send a request to UN/CEFACT/TMG also for this.
5.1.3 UMM-patterns

As already mentioned in Stockholm and as described above, we take the present UMM-patterns seriously. But we would like to make sure, that we are not the only ones and at least that UMM is consistent with those patterns. At the moment we think for instance that we miss some stereotypes that belong to using other patterns than just request-response. See also next issue.

Christian: The transaction patterns are a core part of UMM and are to be improved and not to be removed. Modelling wise there are two basic patterns, i.e. a two-ways pattern and a one-way pattern.
5.1.4 Stereotypes

We tend to get lost when trying to apply the UMM-stereotypes. Probably the set of stereotypes we have is not in line and not sufficient/consistent anymore for UMM new version.

We think that it is worthwhile to review all stereotypes and tags. Of course our problem again is that we prefer UMM to be complete and consistent and stable before starting to use it seriously.

A more practical problem we face when using tags (belonging to UMM-stereotypes) that are of type Boolean. These seem to have one possible value (true) only. 

Christian: The profile to be used should be taken from www.umm-dev.org. The problem with Boolean values is a technical MagicDraw problem.
Stereotypes for roles from our (ebIX-EFET-ETSO) Harmonised role model

We read in UMM that the relation between <<BusinessPartnerType>> and <<AuthorisedRole>> is 1..n (UMM FoundationModule version 1.0, page 41 line 651-653). So one would expect the roles in the role model to be stereotyped by <<AuthorisedRole>>. 

Could the the roles of the role model be something else than <<BusinessPartnerType>> or <<AuthorisedRole>>? Which one should it be?

Which role to define in the Business Chorography View (BCV), the <<BusinessPartnerType>> or the <<AuthorisedRole>>?

Which role should be linked to the UseCases in the BCV, the <<BusinessPartnerType>> or the <<AuthorisedRole>>?

Christian: According to UMM the only possible stereotypes for roles are <<BusinessPartnerType>> or <<AuthorisedRole>>. The <<BusinessPartnerType>> is only used in the Business Requirements View. In the Business Realisation View under the Business Chorography View we should make links to the <<BusinessPartnerType>> in the Business Requirements View. 

An <<AuthorisedRole>> is always defined in a namespace within the Business Choreography View, i.e. in the Business Transaction View, Business Collaboration View or the Business Realization View.
5.1.5 Structuring the Model

How to structure UseCases and related UseCase diagrams, activity diagrams, sequence diagrams etc. Shall the diagrams be placed below the UseCase or on the same level as the UseCase? 

Should the “BRS Class diagram” (The first and simple class diagram made by business experts and without data types and formal CC names for the attributes) be put in the Business Requirements View (BRV) or the Business Information View (BIV)?

We could do with some advice for using the stereotypes for transaction-process-collaboration-choreography. When to use each one of those? What is the essential characteristic that makes it inevitable to choose just that particular stereotype for the (part) of the “process” that we model?

What exactly is the meaning of using dependencies to link the choreography swim lanes to collaborations/transactions. What is the intended effect on the real structure of the UML model?

Do we still need the “realisation” stereotypes in the new version of UMM?

Christian: Activity diagrams, sequence diagrams etc. used for detailing of a UseCases should be placed below the relevant UseCases. 
Processes will only be used in the Business Requirements View. In the Choreography View we use the Business Transactions View (the atomic interaction between two parties) as the basis and define the relationships between the transactions in the Business Collaboration View. 
New questions for Christian Huemer

What exactly is the meaning of using <<Flow>> dependencies to link the swim lanes to Business transactions within the Business Collaboration View (under the Business Choreography View)? What is the intended effect on the real structure of the UML model? ebIX believes that if we use dependencies between the swim lanes and activities, the dependencies should define real dependencies and not the flows (currently it looks like “drawings” and not real modelling). 

Christian Huemer noted that he is very busy until February 15th and new questions and/or a new telephone conference cannot be answered before the end of February.
Christoph volunteered to send the question above to Christian. If needed also the answers above may be sent to Christian for verification.
Homework:

· Christoph will send a mail to Christian with the question above, and maybe the answers above for verification.
5.2 How to handle national extension in our models

Due to lack of time the item was postponed to a later meeting. It was however noted that the realizations (in the Business Realization View) may be used for making national realizations of the common ebIX collaborations in the Business Collaboration View. 

5.3 Other modelling issues

During the latest CuS meeting Ove had made a first draft CuS model based on UMM 2.0. The model was based on a 3 page example from Christian Huemer, which also included a State diagram. However it was impossible to add a similar state diagram using MagicDraw and CuS asked ETC to investigate the use of state diagrams. Due to time constraints it was agreed to postpone the discussion.
Kees informed that it is possible to get full test licenses for MagicDraw (for a limited time period) if you contact the MagicDraw sales persons. MagicDraw is also working with an upgrade of their multi-user version where real-time multi-user possibilities will work over internet. 

6) Review and agree ETC participation in UN/CEFACT and IEC groups
A document from Ove, which lists the possible UN/CEFACT and IEC groups that are of interest for the ebIX work, was reviewed and the list of interesting groups was shortened to the following:
	Group
	Responsible ETC members

	UN/CEFACT
	

	ATG2 (focus on NDR and SBDH)
	

	TMG/UPCC
	

	TMG/UMM
	

	TMG/CCMA
	

	TMG/UCM
	

	IEC
	

	TC57/WG16
	


It was proposed to ask Christian Huemer for which groups he sees most relevant for ebIX before we put responsible ETC members to the group list, i.e. Which TMG groups should ebIX participate in when we want to:
· Influence the methodology for instantiation/customisation/realisation of reusable elements, both for data and processes?
· Have clear rules for how to go from UMM and UML to syntax dependent messages, i.e. XML?
Christoff volunteered to send the question.   

In addition Kees promised to go through some oft the latest available documents from UCM to verify if the group is relevant for ebIX.

Homework:

· Kees will go through some oft the latest available documents from UCM to verify if the group is relevant for ebIX.

· Christoph will add also this question to the mail he will send to Christian mid February.

7) Homework for UN/CEFACT/TMG/UPCC

On the UN/CEFACT/TMG and ebIX meeting October 27th ebIX promised to make a proposal for using UML 2.0 instantiation to customise ABIEs and send to the UN/CEFACT/TMG/UPCC project. 
Due to lack of time the item was postponed and Kees homework to come up with some UML examples from MagicDraw was continued to next meeting. 
Homework: 

Kees will come up with some UML examples on how to use UML 2.0 instantiation to customise ABIEs.
8) Discuss possible ways of presenting EDIFACT mapping. 

8.1 Question from EMD related to EDIFACT mapping

EMD has made a proposal for EDIFACT mapping and Ove promised to do a review based on input from Kees before next meeting. 
Homework: 

Kees will send a proposal for EDIFACT mapping form EMD to Ove for review before next meeting. 
8.2 Information on MDA (Model Driven Architecture)

The item was skipped because this is a part of the instantiation discussion and how to derive syntax specific messages from the models.
9) Next meeting(s)

February 27-28, Brussels

April 15-16, Tallinn

May 21-22, Oslo

10) AOB
10.1 Report from latest ETSO/TF-EDI meeting and other information from Lucy
Lucy reported from the latest ETSO/TF-EDI meeting and informed of other interesting issues during a telephone conference:
· ETSO is discussing to shut down ETSO/TF-EDI. There is however a need for maintenance of the IGs and other documentation. A possibility is to move the ETSO tasks to a group under the new ENSTO organisation. Also making a new technical group between ENSTO and ebIX is being discussed. Status for a common group will be put on the agenda for the next ETC meeting.
· Also the Reconciliation process was discussed on the meeting. I.e. how to harmonise EMVR with ETSO settlement and reconciliation process (the latter stated to be done in the ETSO documents). 
· Several new countries have shown interest for ebIX. Possibly Bulgaria, Croatia, France, Greece, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia will participate on the next ebIX Forum meeting in Tallinn. 
· The ebIX chair (Rudolf) and the convenors of the ebIX groups will have a meeting in the beginning of March to discuss these items.
· The following important items for ebIX where stressed: 

· ebIX shall represent the retail market (Responsible: ebIX Forum)

· We need to enlarge the member base (Responsible: ebIX Forum)

· We need to finalise our methodology (Responsible: ETC)

· We need to carry on with our “normal work” (Responsible: ETC)

· We need to handle the possible merger of ETC and ETSO/TF-EDI
10.2 Update of address list

The ETC address list was updated, see Appendix A.

10.3 ebIX XML schemas 

Due to lack of time the item was postponed.
10.4 Review of ebIX course documentation

The proposed Power point slides from Ove was reviewed and slightly changed. Among others the EDIFACT part of the course was put earlier on the agenda and extended with some extra slides. 
Kees will send some slides that can be used for presenting EMD to Ove for addition in the presentation.

10.5 Questionnaire related to ebIX Test facility 

Ove had received answers on the questionnaire related to ebIX test facilities from Belgium, Finland, Germany, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland. Alexander had distributed some extra information after an interview with Mr Freudenberg from KEMA, which he promised to translate to English as homework for next meeting. 
A document with the answers is attached to the minutes. 
Since ETC also has promised ebIX Forum to come up with a first proposal for requirements, Christoph promised to make a first draft for a requirements specification, based on the specifications made in Switzerland, containing technical requirements for the test system and possible processes for test.
Homework:

· Alexander will translate extra information from KEMA and add it to the answers related to the German test system.

· Christoph will make a first draft for a requirements specification.

Appendix A Participants in ETC

	Name
	Company
	Telephone
	Mobile
	E-mail

	Alexander Pisters
	RWE
	+49 234 515-2442
	+49 162 257 5428
	Alexander.Pisters@rwe.com 

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

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

filip.drijkoningen@umix.org

	Jan Owe
	SvK
	+46 8 739 69 30 
	+46 70 539 69 30
	jan.owe@svk.se 

	Jon-Egil Nordvik
	Statnett
	+47 22 52 70 00
	+47 975 36 303
	jon-egil.nordvik@statnett.no 

	Kees Sparreboom
	TenneT
	
	+31 622 66 7911
	kees.sparreboom@capgemini.com

	Lucy Sarkisian (Convenor)
	TenneT
	
	+31 613 643 092
	l.sarkisian@tennet.org

	Christoph Ruffing
	swissgrid
	+41 58 580 21 37
	+41 76 313 15 63
	christoph.ruffing@swissgrid.ch 

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

	Observers: 
	
	
	
	

	Terje Nilsen
	Nord Pool
	+47 67 52 80 44
	+47 930 34 100
	terje.nilsen@nordpool.com 

	Heli Anttila
	Fingrid
	
	
	heli.anttila@fingrid.fi 


Appendix B Work items for ETC

· Finalising UML model for the European energy market based on UMM, including functional documentation in cooperation with UN/CEFACT

· Support migration of EMD, EMVR, ebIX/Eurelectric and CuS models to new UMM structure

· Update ebIX Methodology:

· in cooperation with EMD, EMVR and CuS

· including user guide on how to use ebIX UML models

· Architecture: 

· Final review of Code lists 

· ebIX Core Components 

· Publication of the above elements also in a readable format

· Develop a naming convention for XML/UML root classes 

· XML and EDIFACT for CuS and EMD documents

· Harmonisation of the ebIX Domain model with the  ETSO/EFET/ebIX Harmonisation group 

Appendix C Venue, accommodation and transport 
Meeting place:

Energinet.dk
Fjordvejen 1-11
DK-7000 Fredericia
Telefon: +45 7010 2244
www.energinet.dk
Hotel suggestions:

Kryb-i-ly Kro – I will use this hotel

Kolding Landevej 160

Taulov

7000 Fredericia

Denmark

Telephone number: +45 75 56 25 55

Fax: +45 75 56 45 14

http://www.krybily.dk/krybily-dk/ 

Fredericia:

Hotel Kronprinds Frederik        

Vestre Ringvej 96

DK-7000   Fredericia 

Tlf. 75910000  Telefax 75911999 

http://www.hotel-kronprinds-frederik.dk/   

Snoghøj:

Trinity Hotel og Konferencecenter A/S

Gl. Færgevej 30, Snoghøj

7000 Fredericia

Tlf. 8227 1717

Telephone number: +45 75 56 25 55

http://www.trinity.dk/ 

Hindsgavl Slot

Hindsgavl Alle 7

5500 Middelfart

http://www.hindsgavl.dk/dk
Travel:

The easiest is to fly to Billund and take a taxi to the hotel. The taxi drive is approximately 45 minutes and costs around 1.000,- DKK. Alternatively you can fly to Copenhagen and take a train to Fredericia. The train trip takes approximately 2 hours. 

Please confirm your participation to Christian (CCO@energinet.dk) with a copy to me (ove.nesvik@edisys.no) as soon as possible.
ETC - ebIX Technical Committee
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_1263641895.doc
Questionnaire for a comparison of available ebIX test facilities

		Question

		Belgium

		Finland

		Germany

		Norway 

		Sweden

		Switzerland



		Goal of the system (Certification, all time syntax verification, etc)?

		Certification parties 

		Certification of workflows, message content and timing

		There are 3 possible ways: 1. Reference test, 2. Software test and 3. Test with Roles and Processes. A verification is possible on the base of 2.+3.

		Certification

		Certification

		Allow market participants to test their systems and improve quality. No certification, …


Syntax and (few) process veri​fication.  



		Detail of test 

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Syntax, content and/or context check?

		Specific test procedures for each role in the market . Syntac, content and context 

		both

		The test contain Processes, Roles, syntax and context/semantic as positive and /or negative test scenarios

		Syntax, context and content check

		Syntax, context and content check

		Syntax and basic content check, few process tests introducing context



		Are real data used when testing (predefined GS1 numbers, names, addresses etc.)?

		NO

		yes

		Actually fictional data is used, but there are requests from the German market

		Fictional data

		Fictional data

		Test facility is using predefined EIC-Codes etc. Testing party can send real data



		Test of single messages and/or whole processes?

		3 levels : A syntax test ; B content ; C  context test (scenario) 

		whole process

		Both is possible, but the user group decide which scenarios are tested

		Both

		Both

		Both



		Are complete processes tested, i.e. is the test facility acting as the other parties in a scenario?

		yes

		yes, is acting as all other intermediaries

		Yes, test facility is acting as the other party in a scenario

		Yes, test facility is acting as the other party in a scenario

		Yes, test facility is acting as the other party in a scenario

		Complete processes e.g. for switching





		Who (which roles) are using it?

		roles MPA ; balance supplier ; allocation reponsible ; 




		Suppplier, DSO, System provider

		Mostly supplier and DGO

		IT-System vendors are bound to take a full scale test (TGT). Electricity suppliers and Grid companies are bound to take a communication test (AGT)

		Grid companies, Electricity- and Gas suppliers are using the tests (AGT). IT-System vendors are doing full scale tests (TGT).

		Swiss market roles 


Lieferant (= Balance supplier)


VNB (= Metering Point Administrator, Metered Data Responsible, Metered Data Aggregator local)


BGV (= Balance Responsible Party)


It is excluding the swiss role ÜNB (TSO)



		When is it used, e.g. once for each message/process (certification) or for all message exchange?

		Every time a new mig will be put in production , every party need to be certified for this new rules . 


Every time a new party is entering in the market ( balance suppliers)  the need to be certified .

		One time certification against published guidelines/legislation, if guidelines change, additional measures can be taken

		Both is possible

		Once for each message type. System updates (TGT) and change of communication adresses/GS1 numbers requires new test rounds (AGT)

		Once for each message type. System updates (TGT) and change of communication addresses/partner id requires new test rounds (AGT)

		It is used for all exchange correlated with the swiss roles 



		Which messages/processes are supported (Change of supplier, settlement, reconciliation, etc)?

		

		Ch. of Supp, Moving (diff. scenarios), Connection, Disconnection (supp. and dso lead), Change of billing responsibility, Change of meter, change of fuse size, change of metering method/profile, distribution of measured consumption data for billing and reconciliation

		KEMA build every process needed, especially for the national frame

		PRODAT – change of supplier, UTILTS and MSCONS for settlement and reconciliation

		PRODAT – change of supplier, UTILTS (from 2008/2009) for metering, settlement and reconciliation

		Change of Supplier,





		Which syntaxes are supported (XML, EDIFACT)?

		Only EDIFACT 

		EDIFACT EDIEL

		XML, EDIFACT and in addition edig@s

		EDIFACT

		EDIFACT

		XML



		How compliant is the system?

		

		

		

		

		

		



		With relevant national documentation (MIG)?

		100% compliant by checking all the individual test with the mig documentation 

		Full compliance with national rules

		Full compliance with national rules

		“Norsk Ediel standard brukerveiledning” (Norwegian Ediel standard User guide)

		“Svenska Ediel anvisningar” (Swedish Ediel User guide)

		Compliant with national Standard (VSE)



		With relevant ebIX documentation (MIG)?

		100% compliant by checking all the individual test with the mig documentation

		Not implemented

		not available yet

		UTILTS is based on an ebIX IG, and PRODAT and MSCONS are based on IGs from Ediel Nordic forum.

		Sweden : PRODAT is based on IG from Ediel Nordic forum and UTILTS will be based on ebIX documentation.

		Yes (Kees ? are there minor differences ?)



		How are updates handled?

		Manually 

		Updates to the testing systems implemented by Empower at request from industry organisation (ET), parties and system providers can thereafter update their certification by certifying changes.

		The update is possible after the national rules (half a year)

		Updates requires new test rounds

		Updates requires new test rounds

		Under control of VSE. On Behalf of VSE swissgrid will order updates with the vendor



		Time for testing, i.e. how long will a party use per message/process?

		Depends on the quality of the messages , normal used 3 months before implementation date MIG 

		Not defined yet, probably around 3 month window for testing all processes

		from approximately 3 days to 1 month

		1-10 minutes pr. message. Dependent on traffic.

		1-10 minutes pr. message. Dependent on traffic.

		Party gets one timeslot of a week.





		Cost for system or service and updates (how much for updating a message or process)?

		To day the UMIX team is updating all specifications and testcases for each certificate . A certificate is a set of testcases per role . estimated cost = 200 FTE 

		Update costs not defined yet as no updates exist. System certification one time cost around 9000€, Party certification one time cost around 1200€, updates will depend on size and ET decision

		The costs depends on the request for the testing (Helpdesk, own hardware, how many scenarios etc.)

		The annual fee 10.000 NOK / year cover system updates, system management, user support, meetings and maintenance of national MIG.

		The fee is varying and covers not only the maintenance of the test facility, updates and user support, but e.g. also the maintenance of national MIGs and some international coordination. The basic charge is 3.200 SEK / year and company.

		Subject to recent contract negotiation



		Other relevant information?

		None 

		Use of testing system starts this spring

		Is it necessary that the Testsystem is independent?

		

		

		Testing parties do volunteer to perform test. No test fee. No test regulation by energy law. 


This is not a comfort situation for swissgrid and we expect low quality of data exchange. That’s why there’s no testing fee. 






