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This attachment reports details of issues that have been considered and resolved (or held for future consideration) by the Meter Usage Data Task Group.





Data Content


The overall data content for EDI transaction set 867 is described in Section 6.5 (Data Requirements) and detailed in Attachment B (Data Dictionary).  Notable details of the overall data content, which reflect the conclusions of specific discussions during Meter Usage Data Task Group meetings, are as follows, and details that pertain to specific situations are contained in later sections of this attachment.


The data dictionary shows the data content by transaction type.  Note that there is little difference in content between original data, replacement of previously-sent data, special meter reads, and historical usage.  The biggest differences in data content result from whether the data is cumulative or interval.


Account numbers reported by the MDMA should be those that apply at the end of the billing period.


In situations where both a meter and a recorder are present, the meter ID will correspond to the source of data.  That is, the recorder number should be used if it totalizes multiple meters’ data, otherwise the meter number should be used.  This policy is intended to maintain clarity that the ID represents the data source.


Interval data should be sent as kWh during each interval, not as kW.  For interval lengths other than 60 minutes, the recipient needs to understand that the interval length needs to be combined with the kWh value to get the customer’s demand level (kW).


The time stated for a recording interval will be the end of the interval.


All series of data will be reported with simply beginning and ending dates, regardless of the reason for the beginning or end of the reporting period (e.g., normal reporting period, opening or closing of account, meter changes, etc.).


A period of a disconnection should be reported as having zero usage.  If usage is present, it is energy theft and not part of the meter usage data reporting process.


Estimated usage is identified as “Estimated”, but data transmissions in EDI transaction set 867 do not have to explain how the usage was estimated.  However, if requested, the MDMA should explain the estimation method to another entity.


Data should be flagged as “Verified” if it represents actual usage but appears to fail data validation, estimation, and editing (VEE) rules.


Needs to report kVAR data should be communicated in both the DASR process and the meter-specific services process.


There is a need for kVAR billing requirements to be identified in the 814 EDI transaction used for DASRs.  Therefore, the Meter Usage Data group recommends to the DASR/ Account Maintenance group that “any customer that requires kVAR metering should be identified in the 814.”


Meter configurations involving cogeneration can include needs for temperature data.





�
Meter Changes


Data flows will differ from normal reporting when a customer switches from bundled utility service to direct access if there is a meter switch, or if a change of meters occurs during a billing cycle.  These differences are as follows:


The customer’s account number can change due to other changes that occur at the same time that the MDMA changes, particularly since changing from a cumulative to interval meter will often involve changing from the UDC to another MDMA.


If a cumulative meter serving an existing direct access customer is replaced mid-month with an interval meter, and the billing period thus contains both interval and cumulative data, the account number should not change when a different type of meter is installed, just the meter number.


If an ESP changes a customer’s meter to provide different capabilities, there may be a mix of interval and non-interval data and may even result in three or more data series during a billing period, if the MDMA is unable to communicate with the new meter when first installed.  These data series need to be reported in the same format for the entire billing period.  The type of data should be for the type of meter in place at the end of the billing period, except that if the MDMA will be giving the UDC billing determinants or cumulative data (assuming it has become qualified to do this), it can report cumulative data even though an interval meter is present.  Interval data points that occur during the time when an interval meter is not present should be estimated using the applicable load profile and identified using a “Calculated” data flag.


If changes occur in rate requirements (e.g., kVAR or demand metering), a new type of data does not become part of billing until it is available for a full month, so an MDMA can choose whether to include partial month data.  TOU data would not be reported until it is available for a complete billing period.  The UDC’s tariff change would occur on the next billing cycle, when new data requirements are involved;  when data is no longer needed, the UDC would notify the MDMA effective at the end of a billing cycle, and ignore unneeded data pertaining to later dates.


If an abnormal condition is discovered that requires the meter to be replaced, a data gap can occur between a meter malfunction or removal of a hazardous condition, and replacement of the meter by the MSP, thus requiring estimation of the missing data.  When the UDC must replace a non-UDC meter with a cumulative meter due to hazardous conditions, to be replaced later by the MSP, the period of estimated data when the UDC’s meter is in place should be reported with the old meter number.


When changes affecting the service delivery point occur (e.g., a meter change), the beginning and end of the service period will be reported simply as beginning and ending dates, in each of multiple “PTD” loops in the 867 transaction corresponding to the multiple meters in the billing period.  When meter changes occur (and similarly, opening and closing reads), other transactions will tell the receiver that account and meter changes have occurred, so there is no need to also explain the reason for the beginning and end of the data series in the 867.  The 867 can be thought of as a series of data regarding a service delivery point, rather than being defined by an account or a meter.


When a new meter is installed, the MDMA must confirm that the meter and meter reading system are working properly, i.e., that it can read the new meter and that the billing data gathered from it are valid, and keep records of this confirmation.  However, the MDMA does not need to inform other parties as it confirms readability.


As soon as an old meter (one that is being replaced) is out of its socket, the new MDMA is responsible for the data starting with the time interval that contains the time when the old meter is pulled out.  Each MDMA should send its own data for the periods for which it is responsible.





�
Totalization


Issues involving the totalization of meters include the identification of needs for a recorder to add up multiple meters that are read as a single set of values (most likely by the UDC informing the ESP of these needs and the ESP then informing its agents: MDMA, MSP, etc.), whether MDMAs need to add up meters, and the method of communicating the required meter reads.  This relates to metering at a single site, applies to bi-directional metering as well as configurations with multiple meters, and is different from summary billing where a customer receives a single bill for multiple accounts, as a convenience.  The following conclusions were reached:


The identification of needs for totalization (and similarly, to identify needs for kVAR metering, although kVAR needs should also be identified in the DASR process) will be through the Meter-Specific Services transactions using the EDI transaction set 650.  A paper describing several scenarios of multiple meters (or channels) at a site was discussed by the Meter Usage Data Task Group, which concluded that the paper’s identification of scenarios is adequate for this group’s purposes and for input to follow-up discussion by the Meter-Specific Services Task group.  (A clarification to the paper is that regarding generation at a site, “bi-directional metering” would be a more appropriate term than “cogeneration” since metering of cogeneration has not been unbundled.  CellNet stated that it has accounts involving power production.)


When a recorder is present to totalize meters, its totalized data should be reported.  In cases where multiple meters’ data need to be combined prior to billing but no totalizing recorder is present, the data will be added in the billing system, and therefore the meters should be reported separately.  However, UDCs and ESPs should adapt to customer needs if different situations arise.


EDI coding will be similar in all of the scenarios that were considered.


Changes in totalization requirements will be reported in the same way as other changes in meter configuration.








Unmetered Usage


For unmetered service, load points such as streetlights are grouped by contract, although there are variations by customer.  Aggregating lights as much as possible simplifies the transfer of usage data between market participants and its input into billing systems.  The following conclusions were reached:


For unmetered service, one usage value will be posted for an account, which may encompass multiple load points.  The Utility Industry Group has established a code to be reported to indicate unmetered service instead of a reporting a meter number.


If a change in an account’s inventory of load points is discovered for a past billing period, the entire amount of usage for the account should be reported as an adjustment (not just the amount of the correction).


If an account goes from unmetered to metered service, metered usage would start with the first full billing cycle.  The ability of a customer to convert from metered to unmetered service has not been determined, but if this were to occur, metered usage would be reported only if the account is metered for the full billing cycle.


Fixed usage loads would not be sent by an MDMA.





�
Resending/ Adjustment


Resending and/or adjustment of previously transmitted data arise from data maintenance activities (e.g., response to customer inquiries, needs to restore data files, and response to problems with posted data), and meter maintenance activities (e.g., adjustments as improved information becomes available due to discovery of incorrect reads, crossed meters, “cut-in-flat” situations, non-registering meters, slow or fast meters, incorrect multipliers, etc.).  The following conclusions were reached:


Re-sent or corrected data must be identified as such, to notify the recipient of its content.  Data that is requested to be resent may be reposted by placing the original file back on the server (marked as “original” data) instead of being reprocessed into a new file (marked as “resent” data).


The term “corrected” will indicate data sets that include changes in data, “resend” will indicate data sets that have no changes in data from previous transmittals, and “adjusted” will refer to data points that have been changed since previous transmittals.  Thus, if the data have changed, the data set is “corrected” and affected data points are “adjusted”.  If there were gaps in the originally-posted data, the data points that were originally in the gaps are now “adjusted”.  The receiver is responsible for determining whether rebilling is needed.  The possibility was discussed of whether codes need to distinguish between sources of adjustment (e.g., changed data from the meter vs. corrected meter configurations), and use of a comment field was discussed for this purpose, but the conclusion was to not use the MDMA and transmission of meter usage data for this purpose.


When corrections are made to previously sent data, the complete set of data pertaining to a meter and billing cycle should be resent (not just the corrected data points), with adjustment flags added as applicable.  When resending or correcting data, each billing cycle should be in a distinct data set (contained in a PTD loop, in the EDI transaction set 867).  Only the affected billing cycle needs to be resent, but the entire billing cycle needs to be resent, for exactly the same period that was originally sent.  (For example, if the meter was originally read late for the end of a billing cycle, the resent data should cover the period that was actually reported, rather than for what the billing cycle should have been.)


In the case of “crossed meters”, in which meter numbers have been incorrectly reported for sets of usage data, the data should be considered “adjusted” if the wrong data was originally sent for the service delivery point (SDP).  If the wrong account number or meter number was sent but the correct data had been sent for the SDP, the data set should be resent as “corrected” but the data should be considered “normal”.  The following table illustrates these situations, for SDP “A” and other data as originally sent for SDPs “A” vs. “B”:
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Although multiple codes can be sent in EDI to describe non-typical data points, making it possible to note that a data point has been estimated as well as adjusted, the conclusion was that at least for initial implementation only one of these codes should be sent and that it should be “adjusted”.  It is considered more important for the receiver to know what data has changed than for the receiver to track which data points have been estimated.


“Cancellations” of previously transmitted data will not be sent, since the data may have already been acted upon by the recipient.  The data should simply be corrected if in error.


An MDMA should make corrected data available to the original recipients in a timely manner no matter when a correction is discovered, due to the possibility of impacts on bill adjustments, estimations, unaccounted-for-energy (UFE), and revenue assurance.  It is then up to the recipients to determine how to respond.  Considerations affecting the response by recipients include the California Independent System Operator’s (ISO) deadline for Scheduling Coordinators (SCs) should get adjusted data to the ISO by day 41 after energy is delivered, the SC’s responsibility to submit any corrected data by day 46, the issuance of preliminary statements on day 47, the obligation of SCs to dispute the preliminary statements by day 61, and the requirement for SCs go through the dispute process outlined in the ISO tariff for any corrections after final settlement following day 61.


Although a response to a request to resend data could refer to either or both of the request or the original data transmission, links to previous transaction numbers will not be implemented at this time, in order to simplify the initial EDI implementation.  Since the date and time of corrected usage data provides a link to the original data, an interim linkage does exist.  In the interim, the “BPT09” data element, which is optional in EDI and which the UIG implementation guideline uses to refer to a previous transaction number that is being corrected, will be in the California implementation guideline but marked as “not used in CA”.





[Consider inserting the matrix of adjustment situations prepared by Kathy Smith, and the matrix of case scenario responses prepared by James McGrath.]








Reframing


Reframing refers to reposting of data for corrected time period, usually when a customer’s start-up or turn-off occurs, and is not the same as when meter clock out of sync with desired time intervals.


When data are “reframed”, all affected months must be resent, and marked as corrected data sets.





[Merge with the reframing scenarios prepared by Kathy Smith.]





�
Historical Usage


Historical usage data for a 12-month period is provided to a customer’s new ESP when the customer begins service from the ESP, or upon request from a customer or an ESP with customer authorization.  Among the purposes of historical usage data is to permit the new ESP’s MDMA to perform validation, estimation, and editing (VEE) of new usage data.  Specific conclusions are:


The DASR process should automatically trigger a request for usage history.  The data to be provided is for the specific customer, at the specific site requested to switch.


The method for an ESP who does not currently serve the customer to initiate requests for historical usage data should be by contacting the customer’s current ESP.


All data that the MDMA has posted to either the ESP or UDC for the billing or settlement purposes will be included in the twelve months usage history.  This may include:


Interval consumption, if available.


Monthly consumption cumulative consumption and demand.


TOU billing determinants by TOU period (on-peak, mid-peak, off-peak, and super-off-peak).  Summer and winter seasons within a billing period have separate TOU periods.


KVAR data, if required for billing.


The year of data will be in a single EDI transaction, but billing cycles will be grouped into “PTD” loops, as originally reported by the MDMA.  If data is available regarding an account but is not billing quality, it can be flagged “as is”, i.e., unverified.


Historical usage data will be transmitted using HTTP with Secure Sockets Layer (SSL) as the primary transmission method, with no standard backup mechanism for historic usage.  The current transmission methods are email for SCE, HTTP for PG&E, and FTP for SDG&E, but a common approach is desired.


The EDI mechanisms described here do not attempt to provide standardized responses to customer requests, which are not assumed to use EDI mechanisms.  





�
Technical Issues


In addition to the issues described above, which affect the composition of data to be transmitted in EDI transaction set 867, a variety of technical issues have been addressed that affect the mechanisms for data transmittal:


Data Transfer Method:  Current work on the 867 EDI transaction set should assume (as assumed by PSWG) that the existing transfer method for current usage data (download from Internet servers, using HTTP over Secure Sockets Layer) will continue to be used, until other efforts address the EDI transfer method in a more general context.


Backup Transfer Method:  In general (excluding historical usage), the agreed-upon backup method for data transmission is fax.


Acknowledgement of Data Retrieval:  A result of the foundation of downloading meter usage data from the MDMA’s server is that EDI transaction set 997 (Functional Acknowledgment) will not be sent in response to transmission of 867 data.  It is the recipient’s responsibility to download the data, rather than the sender having a responsibility to ensure it is retrieved.  Logs of server usage should be maintained by the MDMA to provide auditable records of the retrieval of data from the server.


EDI Version:  The implementation of EDI for meter usage data should use the Utility Industry Group’s recently adopted EDI Implementation Guideline for EDI version 4010, rather than the previous version 3070.  The UIG’s version of EDI transaction set 867 for version 4010 differs from version 3070 only to reflect structural differences in the ANSI X12 standard (meaning that the work on defining details of data needs in 3070 will not be affected), changing later to 4010 after initially implementing 3070 could mean duplicative work by market participants, and 4010 encourages Year 2000 compliance while 3070 does not preclude but also does not particularly encourage Y2K compliance.  EDI version 3070 will be used for billing and for Direct Access Service Requests and account maintenance, but this difference is not seen as a problem for system implementation.


Timing of implementation:  After completion of the technical framework by 12/15/98, implementation details will be frozen on 2/15/99 (just after UIG’s meeting, 2/7-12, in Dallas), the test plan for MDMA acceptance will be complete by 8/1/99, all market participants will be operational by 9/1/99 to permit MDMA acceptance testing from 9/1/99 to 12/1/99, and conversion from CMEP to EDI will occur Sunday, 12/5/99;  further details of this timeline are discussed in Section 4.1.  A review at the beginning of November 1999 by the Rule 22 committee and OCC will examine the preparedness of market participants.  The duration of testing will be revisited after the test plan is developed, and associated issues to be addressed concern the consequences of existing MDMAs failing EDI testing, the allowable delay before retesting is allowed, ways to avoid maintaining multiple systems (EDI and non-EDI), and whether proper performance can be assured after testing.  All parties must start work now to meet the implementation deadlines.


Testing framework:  Tests of the EDI process for routine meter reads should be based on business scenarios.


Service Delivery Point Identifier/ Universal Node Identifier (UNI):  The Service Delivery Point (SDP) identifier will be a critical part of meter usage data transactions, but is being developed through a separate process.


Scheduling Coordinators’ Access to Data:  Scheduling Coordinators are permitted under Rule 22 to access meter data from the MDMA.  This access will be provided via the ESP’s mailbox.





�
Requests for Information and Action


Four EDI transactions were proposed that would request information from or actions by an MDMA, with output in EDI transaction set 867:


Request for Historical Usage


Request for Resending of Usage Data


Request for Verification of Usage Data


Request for Meter Read


These requests would be sent in EDI transaction set 814, which is used for account maintenance, and would parallel other requests that have been proposed for implementation in EDI:


Status Request (request to send all customer account information)


Meter Configuration Information Request


Request for Meter Test


The Meter Usage Data Task Group’s conclusion is that these requests would not implemented as EDI mechanisms for the initial implementation of 867 at this time.  Instead, the UDCs would continue to rely on other methods until EDI mechanisms are implemented at a future time through Change Control processes.  The interim request/ response mechanism for resending data, verification of data, or other requests should be defined through other concurrent efforts.  It may be preferabl
