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Minutes Exchange of Metered Data Project meeting September 16th and 17th 2004
Date:
September Thursday 16th and Friday 17th, 2004
Time:

10.00 – 17.00 and 10.00 – 15.00
Place:

Electrabel,
Brussels, Belgium
Participants:
Rudolf Baumann, Etrans, Switzerland, (Friday only)


Helmut Lebeau, VDN, Germany, (convenor),
Preben Hoj Larsen, Eltra, Denmark,


Christiaan Odgaard, Eltra, Denmark,


Vlatka Welkowitsch, Rheinenergie, Germany,


Kees Sparreboom, ebIX (secretary).
1) Introduction

2) Approval of the minutes

The minutes were approved.

3) Approval of agenda

The agenda was updated and approved. Unforeseen meeting with Herwig Van den Bosch, member of ETSO TF14 is scheduled for Friday morning.
4) Action list

The action list was updated.

Hugo explained that due to new procedural developments in Belgium it is not yet possible to present a complete overview of the situation. He presented however a short overview of the present situation and promised an additional complete presentation as soon as possible after the finalisation of the present procedural developments (including reconciliation rules). (action HDK)
ebIX EMD took stock of the present metered data exchange in the various countries. The resulting information is presented in the table below.
	Country 
	Metered data to balance responsible party
	Number of parties

	Belgium
	15 minutes time series per metering point;

15 minutes time series aggregated per balance responsible per balance supplier per metering grid No meter stands
	10 BRP;

15 metering grid area’s

2.5 million metering points (= + meters)

1 TSO

	Germany
	15 minutes time series aggregated per balance group per metering grid area (3 TSO’s);

15 minutes time series aggregated per balance supplier per metering grid area (1 TSO, EnBW);

No meter stands
	150 BRP (?)

900 metering grid area’s

42 million metering points (= + meters)

4 TSO’s

	Denmark
	15 minutes (west) or 1 hourly (east) aggregated time series per balance responsible per balance supplier per metering grid area;

No meter stands
	15 BRP’s 

95 metering grid area’s

2.5 million metering points (= + meters)

2 TSO’s

	The Netherlands
	15 minutes time series per balance responsible party per metering point;

Meter stands (monthly for checking)
	35-40 BRP’s 

23 metering grid area’s

7.2 million metering points (= + meters)

1 TSO

	Austria
	
	

	Switzerland
	15 minutes time series 
	No BRP at the moment

900 metering grid area’s 

3 million MP

7 TSO’s to merged into 1 (January 1rst  2005)

	Sweden
	Daily: 1 hour time series (settlement);

Monthly: 1 month time series (load profile shares for settlement);
Monthly: 1 month time series (load profile shares for reconciliation);
	30 BRP’s;
150 balance suppliers;

460 metering grid area’s (200 grid owners);

300 metering grid area’s take part in reconciliation;

5.2 million metering points;

1 TSO



	Norway
	
	


5) Status of requests to ETC & TF14 

Maurizio Monti (convenor of TF14 settlement group) has sent a reaction to the EMD model version 1H. The EMD-group prepared a reaction (which is attached to the minutes as annex C). Kees will send the reaction to Maurizio (action KS); Herwig will contact Maurizio before (Friday afternoon).
Meeting with Herwig Van den Bosch:
Herwig had some remarks on the model:
1. Conventions for direction

Herwig preferred another name for “Own grid”.

Answer: this term is not used in any Class Diagram. It is used in the explanatory text to the use of signs to indicate direction. This is however in line with the explanatory text to the (old Ediel) convention on which the procedure is based.
2. Use of UTC
Herwig wondered whether it would be possible to define UTC for the documents.
Answer: In all Class Diagrams UTC is included as the attribute “Time zone” in the Class “MessageHeader”

3. E66, balance group
Herwig wondered whether it would be possible to specify the balance group in the documents.
Answer: In all Class Diagrams for aggregated metered data (E31) it is possible to specify the balance group as one of the criteria used for aggregation. For the validated metered data (E66) the specification of the balance group is not required, since this is part of the master data for the metering point and therefore already known to the receiver of the metered data. The same applies to the collected data (E30).
4. Tie lines
Herwig wondered whether it would be possible specify the exchange on tie lines
Answer: Exchange on tie lines is regarded as collected/validated/aggregated data on exchange points. According to the role model an exchange point is a special metering point. This characteristic is known to all parties as master data to the metering point. For aggregated metered data this characteristic is specified as one of the aggregation criteria and addition the possibility is included to specify the direction according to the national rules and requirements (options: use sign (+/-) and/or specify source and sink).
5. Reactive energy

Herwig wondered whether it would be possible to specify reactive energy including the characteristics inductive and capacitive.
Answer: ebIX has had the option to specify reactive energy by means of an EAN product code and to specify in addition the characteristics inductive and capacitive for a very long time already. In addition to this, special EAN product codes have been issued some time ago on request of ETSO TF14 for reactive energy inductive and reactive energy capacitive. In the present model EMD has chosen the option provided by the special new product codes that include the characteristics inductive or capacitive.
6. Procedure aggregated metered data for settlement (global position)

Herwig wondered whether it would be possible to include in the documents based on the Class Diagrams in the model a “global position”, meaning the complete 100% of energy for which a party is to be hold accountable in a specified period and metered grid area. 
Answer: Based on the present model this is perfectly possible for aggregated metered data. In case national rules and procedures require specification of validated metered data (per metering point) in addition to aggregated metered data in order to attain this “global position” this option shall have to be added to the present model (which is perfectly possible and as we see it also quite likely to happen seen in the light of the present legal requirements in for instance The Netherlands).
Comments to the minutes from Herwig Van den Bosch

Item 3. E66, balance group and use of trades on metering points in the EMD messages
Herwig wondered whether it would be possible to specify the balance group in the documents because direct customers connected on the TSO GRID in Belgium and large customers connected both on DGO and TSO GRID in France are allowed to buy energy from more than 1 energy supplier. 

For reasons of confidentiality of the data the total consumption of the grid user can not be sent to both suppliers or to the balance responsible party.

Also the trade has to be taken into account in the messages sent to the data aggregators. 

Answer: 
It is not in the scope of the EMD project to deal with trades on metering points.  The imbalance responsible party has to receive this information through another process. Only metering is in the scope of the EMD project.

Concerning the specification of the balance group in the messages: in all Class Diagrams for aggregated metered data (E31) it is possible to specify the balance group as one of the criteria used for aggregation. For the validated metered data (E66) the specification of the balance group is not required, since this is part of the master data for the metering point and therefore already known to the receiver of the metered data. The same applies to the collected data (E30).
 

 

Item 7. definition of metering point: 1 point for both active energy direction of 1 point for each active energy direction (1 for production and 1 for consumption)
This problem will not be solved neither in the role model nor in the EMD message.  In each country a national standard should exist.  In case of differences between countries, the receiver of the data has to convert it to is own standard.
6) Final approval of the model EMD

The consequences of the comments of Maurizio Monti as worded in the reaction of EMD (see annex C) and of the comments of Herwig Van den Bosch will be included in version 1I of the model (as updates to version 1H). (action KS) EMD sees this resulting version 1I as fit for publication by ebIX for comments from the ebIX members and other interested parties.
7) Draft of translation to EDIFACT

The consequences of the comments of Maurizio Monti as worded in the reaction of EMD (see annex 1) and of the comments of Herwig Van den Bosch will be included in the Version 001 for Translation Guide For mapping Class Diagrams to Edifact UTILTS 5 belonging to ebIX model for Exchange of metered data version 1I. (action KS) EMD sees this resulting version 001 as fit for publication by ebIX for comments from the ebIX members and other interested parties.

8) Work plan

We discussed a draft version of the report for ebIX Forum in October. Kees will finalise the report for the ebIX Forum in October. (action KS)
Helmut updated the work plan (mind map)

· meeting 10: approval of the model and Edifact Translation Guide as documents for publication for comments; report status to ebIX Forum;
· meeting 11: final approval Edifact Translation Guide and discussing of the draft XML translation; start with reconciliation (and if needed final meeting settlement) + updated project plan
· meeting 12: reconciliation

The next scheduled meetings will take place:

· nr 11  28-29 October


meeting place: Arnhem
· nr 12  2 and 3 December 

meeting place Cologne (Germany)

Helmut will prepare the proposed update for the project plan. (action HL)
9) Any other business

None 
Appendix A  Participants in ebIX metered data project 

	Name
	Company
	Telephone
	Mobile
	E-mail

	Peter Bauhofer
	A&B
	+435125708830
	+4369912572511
	peter.bauhofer@aundb.at

	Rudolf Baumann
	Etrans
	+41628682120
	+41794327490
	rudolf.baumann@etrans.ch

	Hugo Dekeyser
	UMIX
	
	+32477558003
	hugo.dekeyser@electrabel.be

	Preben Hoj Larsen
	Eltra
	+45 76224247
	
	preben.hoj.larsen@eltra.dk 

	Helmut Lebeau
	VDN
	+4930726148110
	+491711985283
	helmut.lebeau@vdn-berlin.de

	Oscar Ludwigs
	SvK
	+4687397784
	+46705397784
	oscar.ludwigs@svk.se

	Lars Munter
	SvK
	+4687397800

+4687397850direct
	+46705397850
	lars.munter@svk.se 

	Walter Müller
	TenneT
	+31263731277
	
	w.muller@tennet.org

	Christian Odgaard
	Eltra
	+45 76 224463
	+45 23 338555
	christian.odgaard@eltra.dk 

	Kees Sparreboom
	ebIX
	
	+31622667911
	kees.sparreboom@cgey.nl 

	Vlatka Welkowitsch
	Rheinenergie
	+49 221 178 1829
	+4916090137543
	v.welkowitsch@rheinenergie.com 


Information to:

	Name
	Company
	Telephone
	Mobile
	E-mail

	Erik Hartwell
	ETSO TF14
	+4576224450
	
	erik.hartwell@eltra.dk

	Ove Nesvik
	ebIX
	+4722421380
	+4792822908
	ove.nesvik@edisys.no 


Appendix B actions

	
	Action 
	Name
	Originated from meeting
	Planned end date
	End date

	1. 
	Description of the national situation in the sector regarding metered data
	All 
	1
	25th July 2003
	25th July 2003

	2. 
	Inform ebIX about planning versus budget
	Kees Sparreboom
	1
	25th July 2003
	25th July 2003

	3. 
	Distribution ETSO-ebIX role model
	Kees Sparreboom
	2
	10th September 2003
	10th September 2003

	4. 
	Belgian presentation present situation
	Hugo Dekeyser
	2
	March 2004
	16th September, 2004

	5. 
	Items to be discussed in the future

· Structure of networks

· Functions (roles or parties)

· Balance responsible for net losses

· Metering point (see ebIX/ETSO)

· Load profiles

· Are metering points exclusively dedicated either to consumption or production or are they combined

· Which coding scheme is used for metering points and for parties
	All 
	2
	-
	All issues are cleared,

6th July 2004

	6. 
	Request ebIX ETC to maintain the use case for the electricity market
	Kees Sparreboom
	2
	10th September 2003
	28th October 2003

	7. 
	Inform Erik Hartwell about the dates for the coming meetings
	Kees Sparreboom
	2
	10th September 2003
	28th October 2003

	8. 
	Distribute application for glossary
	Helmut Lebeau
	3
	October 2003
	December 2003

	9. 
	Organize national input for glossary
	All 
	3
	November 2003
	

	10. 
	Check validity of role model regarding relation metering point and balance responsibility “at home”
	All
	3
	28th October 2003
	January 2004

	11. 
	Distribute description EDIS code
	Helmut Lebeau
	3
	28th October 2003
	28th October 2003

	12. 
	Distribute procedures regarding balance responsibility in Germany
	Vlatka Welkowitsch 
	3
	28th October 2003
	28th October 2003

	13. 
	Request the ebIX forum to assign the development of the part of the model for the exchange of the master data required
	Helmut Lebeau
	3
	28th October 2003
	28th October 2003

	14. 
	Ask ETSO TF14 about the place of the Bilanzkreis/gruppeverantwortliche in the model
	Kees Sparreboom
	3
	28th October 2003
	28th October 2003

	15. 
	Check use ebIX principles with ETSO. Propose term “balance account” as additional to balance responsibility.
	Kees Sparreboom (via ebIX ETC)
	3
	March 2004
	11th of March 2004

	16. 
	take stock of the needs for XML-schema’s
	All
	3
	28th October 2003
	28th October 2003

	17. 
	report status + groups position on use XML to ebIX Forum
	Helmut Lebeau
	3
	29th September 2003
	28th October 2003

	18. 
	Update model after discussions in meeting 3.
	Kees Sparreboom
	4
	4th December 2003
	2nd June 2004

	19. 
	Harmonize use of terms with ebIX CuS
	Kees Sparreboom
	4
	January 2004
	

	20. 
	Request to ebIX ETC for:

· changes in role model

· common acknowledgement/rejection procedure
	Kees Sparreboom
	4
	4th December 2003
	2nd June 2004

	21. 
	Request to ebIX ETC/harmonization group: rediscuss area’s in role model and solve problem with balance responsible party versus balance unit/account

(Also see item 15 and 20)
	Kees Sparreboom
	5
	March 2004
	2nd June 2004

	22. 
	Request ETSO TF14 settlement group to specify the arguments for aggregation of metered data for imbalance settlement
	Kees Sparreboom
	5
	ASAP
	No answer yet (meeting 07)

	23. 
	Request to ETSO TF14 to harmonize scope of ETSO TF14 settlement project with ebIX EMD.
	Kees Sparreboom, Helmut Lebeau
	5
	ASAP
	No answer yet (meeting 07)

	24. 
	Request to ebIX Forum regarding the change in project priorities
	Kees Sparreboom, Helmut Lebeau
	6
	31 March 2004
	2nd June 2004

	25. 
	Check “at home” requirements for metered data for balance responsible party
	All 
	6
	1rst March 2004
	September 2004

	26. 
	Check with ebIX CuS with regard to master data needed for processing metered data.
	Kees Sparreboom
	6
	10th of March 2004
	September 2004

	27. 
	Finalize model document
	Kees Sparreboom
	7
	14th of April 2004
	

	28. 
	Inform about meeting place for meeting 07
	Preben Hoj Larsen
	6
	2nd February 2004
	10th of March 2004

	29. 
	Ask Frank Reyer for the UCTE-requirements 
	Helmut Lebeau
	7
	10th of March 2004
	Expected end of 2004

	30. 
	Prepare status report, distribute for comments among EMD and forward then to ebIX Forum
	Kees Sparreboom
	7
	31 March 2004
	2nd June 2004

	31. 
	Distribute model to ETSO TF14 Settlement group
	Kees Sparreboom
	8
	2nd June 2004
	16th of June

	32. 
	Check on conventions used for “direction” (sink/source, producer/consumer and +/-)
	All and Kees Sparreboom (ETSO)
	9
	16th of July
	September 2004

	33. 
	Distribute model and guide to national groups and ask for comments
	All 
	9
	9th of September
	Expected in November 2004

	34. 
	Prepare update project plan
	Helmut Lebeau
	9
	16th of September
	October 2004

	35. 
	Report to ETC on confusion around identification schemes
	Helmut Lebeau and Kees Sparreboom
	9
	ASAP
	September 2004

	36. 
	Distribute proposed mapping to XML
	Kees Sparreboom
	9
	End of August
	Moved to ebIX ETC, October 2004

	37. 
	Send reaction ebIX EMD to Maurizio Monti
	Kees Sparreboom
	10
	ASAP 
	September 2004

	38. 
	Which type of EIC to be used for balance group: ask ETSO
	Kees Sparreboom
	10
	October 2004
	October 2004

	39. 
	Prepare status report, distribute for comments among EMD and forward then to ebIX Forum
	Kees Sparreboom
	10
	October 2004
	October 2004

	40. 
	Update model for comments received
	Kees Sparreboom
	10
	October 2004
	

	41. 
	Update translation guide for updated model
	Kees Sparreboom
	10
	October 2004
	

	42. 
	Belgian presentation present situation
	Hugo Dekeyser
	10
	Spring 2005
	


Appendix C Review M. Monti + reaction by ebIX EMD
Review of document « Business Information Model for Exchange of Metered Data » version 0.1 from ebIX.

Plus the reaction from the ebIX EMD group in italic, Brussels, 17th of September 2004.

General: 

The purpose of the document is only defined in page 16. 

We have adjusted the text in the introduction to make clear which are the phases in the project and where to find the results in this document
Moreover, the notion of “Phase 1” has not been defined.

See previous remark.

Finally, the business process is not properly defined – there is no added value in the information exchanged. Especially, the modelling between the physical metering point and the delivery point is not defined. The physical metering point is of concern to validate the meter data – but some corrections should be carried out only on the delivery point.

The present model is based on the information requirements of the countries participating in ebIX. Their requirements are met. In the ebIX models only metering points are taken into account with respect to settlement. Delivery point is a non-existing element in the ebIX-ETSO-EFET role model.

In relation to aggregation, the process does not take into account the case of “multiple suppliers” as has already been mentioned. This process does not correspond to the one being implemented in France between TSO and DSOs.

Multiple suppliers pose no problem for the ebIX model, so no problem for the EMD model. However multiple balance suppliers do. And so do multiple balance responsible parties. We think that the confusion between balance responsible party and supplier (as such: be it balance supplier or fixed supplier) cause this misunderstanding. But the ETSO role model does allow for only one balance responsible party at a metering point and the EMD model is in line with this.
Aggregation is not only necessary for the transfer to the upper level of metered data.

Correct.
Finally, nothing is stated about the exchange of metered data on the links between two Grid Areas (either distribution or transmission grids).

Yes it does. See Class Diagram for E66.

The business process involved is quite different from the one described in the paper – mainly related to customers – as it implies data exchanges to validate values by two different actors.

If so, please explain us what might be needed additionally or otherwise in the model.

Checking the list of involved companies, there are mainly TSO’s (only two DSOs or Producers) – in such a case why not carry out this work within the ETSO framework.

This may be a misunderstanding, since the majority of the participants represent national organisations in which distribution grid companies take part next to suppliers, traders or TSO’s. 

Detail.

§1.1, p.4: definition of Phase 1 – other phases? What is foreseen for the other countries not participating in the settlement process?

See first remark on introduction. 
What countries are implementing the settlement process as defined by ETSO?

We hope you know.
§1.2, p.4: The comments about the evolution of splitting and merging of electricity utilities is out of scope and not relevant. The number of companies involved in the upstream market will always be in the range of hundreds and not several thousands.

OK, text may cause misunderstanding so we have changed the model text accordingly.

§1.3, p.4: in the methodology, a business process has first to be defined in order to identify the exchange information.

If so, please explain us what might be needed additionally or otherwise in the model. As far as we are concerned: we intend to model based on the national procedures.
§1.3, p.5: I do not agree with the fact that the “deliverables from Analysis and Design will become increasingly technology specific”. The output should, as for ETSO deliverables, be technology independent.

OK, text may cause misunderstandings so model text has been changed accordingly.

§2.1, p.6: The scope of ebIX overlaps the ETSO scope – especially concerning planning, trade and settlement. Are the TSO’s involved in this group aware of this lack of harmonisation? 

TSO’s in this group are aware of domains as defined by ebIX in its Methodology. They are however not aware of overlap in scope with ETSO projects.

“Model of exchange of metered data for settlement” = this is not a business process.

Where do you need additional specification of the business process? Requirements come either from ETSO specification for the aggregated metered data for settlement, or from mainly nationally defined rules for exchange of metered data, quality of metered data, etc. 

No reference to EIC only to EAN?

The reference to EAN on page 6 is an example and is stated as such.. 
§2.3, p.6: What is the structuring phase? What is considered master data? The ETSO role model defines more than responsibility.

See ebIX CuS model. (www.ebix.org )

§3, p.14: the exchange of documents is not compliant with the one defined by ETSO.

Please specify the non-compliant parts in order to enable us all to start a harmonisation effort.

§4, p.16: the exchange of information through XML documents should be self supporting, i.e., “master data” should not be a precondition.

This idea is neither supported by participants on the presently liberalised markets and nor by ebIX.

§4.4.1, p.17: no mention of multiple suppliers for one consumer? The concept of metered data exchange is not defined.

See remark above on multiple suppliers

§7, p.33: how does the Grid Area deal with losses on its network?

That is defined in national rules. What is more important: how should net loss appear in aggregated metered data for settlement? In the present model net loss is included in the aggregated metered data per balance group/per balance responsible party/per metering grid area. This satisfies the needs for all participating countries till now.

§8.5, p46: this document should be the EAR.

We were under the impression that within ETSO no agreement on the use of EAR for metered data could be reached. On the contrary, some countries were (and still are) opposed to the idea of having TSO’s specify the requirements for the downstream market.
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