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Meeting Notes  September 28, 1998



Discussion of follow-up issues from the 9/3 meeting was as follows.



Discussion of totalized meters and kVAR metering issues with the Meter-Specific Services group - The discussion on 9/3 was reported to the Meter-Specific Services group on 9/17.  (Identification of needs for a recorder to add up multiple meters that are read as a single set of values and of needs for kVAR metering, most likely by the UDC informing the ESP of these needs and the ESP then informing its MDMA & MSP would be through the Meter-Specific Services Group using the 650 EDI transaction.)  The Meter-Specific Services group agreed, but felt that there is also a need for kVAR billing needs to be identified in the 814 EDI transaction used for DASRs.  On that point, the Meter Usage Data groups agrees, and recommends to the DASR/ Account Maintenance group that “any customer that requires kVAR metering should be identified in the 814.”�This discussion identified the further need for information on whether UDCs need MDMAs to add up meters, and how this totalization is being done now, beyond the observation that some manual processing is occurring.  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.  See follow-up item for next meeting.

Meter ID Field vs. Recorder ID - SCE currently uses the recorder ID and is researching what should be done in the future.  CellNet prefers using the meter ID or totalizer ID, i.e., the source of data, and most participants appeared to agree that using the ID for the data source would be appropriate.  SCE will offer a proposal if it feels the meter ID should be reported as something other than the source of the data.

Options for the MDMA to totalize data - Kathy Smith (ABB) circulated a paper describing several scenarios of multiple meters (or channels) at a site.  Regarding generation at a site, “cogeneration” (as used in the paper) is not the correct term since metering of cogeneration has not been unbundled, and the group agreed that “bi-directional metering” would be an appropriate term.  CellNet stated that it does have accounts involving power production.  The group agreed with ORA’s suggestions that (1) EDI coding would be similar in all of the described scenarios and (2) describing the scenarios should be handled in the context of the Meter-Specific Services group’s work, and also concluded that the paper’s identification of scenarios is adequate for this group’s purposes.

Which format should be used when a billing period contains both interval and cumulative data - At the 9/3 meeting, two scenarios were discussed that result in two or more meters serving a customer during a single billing period.  Ed McCann reported that discussions after the 9/3 meeting confirmed that 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 when the UDC’s meter is in place should be estimated and reported with the old meter number.  Regarding the second scenario, in which a cumulative meter serving a direct access customer is replaced mid-month with an interval meter, discussion at this meeting identified an apparent preference to change the customer’s account number when the type of usage data changes, so that each account number would have a consistent type of data.  See follow-up item.

Requests for information and action - ORA’s description of four types of requests for information or action (historical usage, resending of usage data, verification of usage data, and special meter read) was reviewed, but the preference at this time is to not implement these requests as EDI mechanisms for the initial implementation of 867.  Instead, the UDCs would continue to rely on phone calls, ad-hoc emails, etc., until EDI mechanisms are implemented through Change Control processes.  It may be preferable to distinguish requests for sending data from resending data, i.e., supplying data that is believed to have never been received vs. replacing data that was previously received, so that problems in MDMA performance can be accurately monitored.



The detailed outline introduced by SCE at the last meeting for a Business Requirements document that will assemble information needed for the UDCs’ development of business systems related to meter usage data, and attachments that will contribute to it, were reviewed.  (Completion of this document will proceed in parallel with completion of the EDI implementation guideline.)

The document needs to describe case scenarios that illustrate how data is produced as well as what is produced.

To illustrate how meter usage data relates to other data flows, SCE presented a flow chart of its EDI translators and other related systems.  There are multiple systems internally, but these vary between UDCs.  PG&E plans to handle CMEP internally and translate it to CMEP, finding that this limits the difficulty of translation to its other systems.

In the data dictionary, reviewing ORA’s proposal for data content by transaction tentatively confirmed 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.  The only change to ORA’s proposed document (pending future discussion during EDI mapping) is clarifying a “Report Type” as “Interval values” rather than “Interval reads” (for BPT04 = C1).

In reviewing the data content in anticipation of EDI mapping, the only data item in an EDI segment identified as “CTT” (Transaction Totals) is the number of meters/ recorders/ channels reported in a transaction, which is not difficult for a recipient to determine.  However, because this may be useful for error-checking, the CTT segment was not removed from the draft EDI implementation guideline at this time, and will be reviewed further during EDI mapping.

When corrections are made to previously sent data, the entire file should be resent (not just the corrected data points), with adjustment flags added as applicable.

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).

ORA presented a flow chart from an upcoming DQIWG discussion, to illustrate a framework for testing the EDI process for routine meter reads.  Tests should be based on business scenarios.



These discussions also triggered the following:



SCE’s current transport mechanism for historical usage data is email.  SCE is open to considering this or other mechanisms when EDI is used for historical usage data.

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.  A result of this foundation is that EDI transaction set 997 (Functional Acknowledgment) will not be sent in response to transmission of 867 data.



Follow-up for next meeting:



Totalized meters:�a)  UDCs will identify their needs for MDMAs to totalize meters.�b)  ESPs are also asked to identify whether they need MDMAs to totalize meters.

SCE will offer a proposal if the meter ID should be other than the source of data.

Proposals should be made for any needs for purpose or other codes, e.g., responses to requests, and for medium used for transmission.

Participants should report on the acceptability of changing the account number if the type of data being reported is changing mid-month.

Jim Price will merge the Business Model document and meeting notes into the Business Requirements document, and others will then identify needs for elaboration in the Business Requirements document.

Tom Lofgren will identify case scenarios (to describe how an MDMA operates vs. what it produces).

ESPs are asked to identify preferences in transmission method for historical usage data (e.g., email, downloading from server).





We will consider EDI mapping to be a current task instead of a future task.
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