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Problem:

Model exchange and other integration scenarios share the need to be able to identify object instances consistently and uniquely. This means that different organizations must adopt (at some level) a common system of identification for all objects that they need to share data about. On the other hand, it simply does not work to require identical names everywhere. Different systems have different naming conventions, sometimes for good reasons, but as a pragmatic issue one cannot require that everyone change, so each object will have different name labels in different contexts.

Conclusions:

Each object needs to acquire a unique identifier (an MRID) that computers use to establish identification. Each object may also have any number of names (designed for human usage) – each name is associated with some name context. This basically makes it easy to generate maps from MRIDs to the set of names used in any local context.

This is not the hard part, however. The hard part is figuring out the process for assigning identifiers in such a way that every object gets only one MRID. (The whole system breaks down if several parties get different MRIDs for the same transformer.)

There are three key parts to answering this:

1. Define exactly what objects need MRIDs.

2. Define exactly which party is responsible for assigning each object instance an MRID.

3. Define how other parties that need to use the MRIDs will find out what the MRID is if they are not the responsible party.

In the long run, all CIM objects will probably need MRIDs because MRIDs will serve as the instance identification within message interface agreements. However, this can be staged as different interfaces have different requirements. In this discussion we were focused on the object classes that describe the interconnected network and are used in model exchange. (Unique MRIDs would be used as the RFIDs in the presently defined model exchange protocol.)

We concluded that the network should be divided into “modeling authority territories”.

· RTOs will drive this process.

· TOs will typically be the desired modeling authority within their territory, but RTOs may act as proxy for them if they don’t want to participate.

· At the junction between TOs, “boundary sets” will be identified, consisting of at least the boundary connectivity nodes, where joint authority exists.

More work is needed to propose the mechanism for distributing network MRIDs, but fundamentally, the modeling authority creates a model of its territory and exports the model (using CIM/XML) to all interested parties. The export contains the MRIDs assigned. The receivers use this model as the basis of modeling that territory going forward (and therefore they have acquired the MRIDs). The alternative to this process is to try to align their existing models with the export and transfer, but this seems inevitably to involve and imperfect mapping and a lot of difficulty. 

The most open issue here is around the registering of MRIDs and names. The multiple modeling authorities can issue MRIDs and record them in a registry. When another party receives the MRID, though, should that party register its names with the modeling authority’s registry, or just in its own?

Action Item: Hunter/Britton

CIM modeling will need some changes:

· Add multiple aliases and alias namesets.

· Add territorial modeling responsibility including the notion of boundary sets.

· Create “virtual units” within a unit to model the separate treatment of joint owned units. (A unit owned by three parties would have 4 MRIDs; one for the physical whole unit connected to the system and 3 representing the virtual part owned / scheduled or whatever by the individual parties.)

· Need to define structure of the MRID itself. 

Action Item: Britton

Attend the next DEWG and align these ideas with DEWG work.

Action Item: Goodrich, Dieser

Provide Britton information on the next DEWG.
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