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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org

Home Page: www.naesb.org

via email and posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Information Technology Subcommittee and Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee Meeting Participants and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Todd Oncken, Deputy Director

RE:
Joint WEQ Information Technology and Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee Meeting Draft Minutes – May 26-27, 2004
DATE:

June 8, 2004 

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ITS & ESS JOINT MEETING
May 26-27, 2004

Atlanta, GA hosted by Southern Company
Draft Minutes
1. Welcome

Mr. Landrum called the meeting to order.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  
The draft agenda was reviewed.  A discussion of the impacts on OASIS of FERC Order 2004 was added under item 4.  The modified agenda was adopted by consent.

The February 17-18 Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) meeting, April 5 Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS) meeting, April 6 Joint ESS & ITS meeting, April 7 ESS meeting, and April 16 ESS meeting were reviewed.  No changes were proposed.  The above-referenced minutes were adopted as drafted by consent.

Mr. Dison reviewed the Email Exploder Usage Principles which were developed to guide the use of the ESS/ITS email exploders so that any actions are consistent with the NAESB governance requirements and procedures.  The focus of the principles is that any official standards deliberations, such as determining final language or a course of action, must take place during the subcommittee meetings.  During the discussion, it was determined that NAESB should not have a retention policy for the exploder messages.  There was general consensus on the modified usage principles.  
2. ETAG/OASIS Security Standards (ITS)

Registry Update:  Mr. Landrum stated that TSIN Registry changes will be required with the accelerated transition to Version 0 standards.  He stated the NERC TISWG expects to have the required changes to support the new naming conventions populated by August.  For initial population, he said all entities currently registered as Control Areas (CAs) would be registered as the Functional Model entities that would coordinate to CA functions, and it would be incumbent on the individual entity to correct any errors in their entry.  

Participants discussed the state of the registry and whether there were any modifications that were needed to coincide with the changes for NERC Version 0.  There were no NAESB Version 0 registry requirements identified, but participation in the upcoming TISWG meeting where registry changes will be discussed was encouraged.  
Participants expressed a strong preference for NAESB to take a leadership role in registry activities.  Mr. Simonelli commented that the NERC Interchange Subcommittee had previously recommended that the registry be handled outside of NERC.  Participants generally felt the registry should be outsourced.  While Mr. Landrum recognized the history of the issue, he stated NERC would continue facilitating and programming the registry, if and until NAESB takes a leadership role through the development of OASIS II.  

Participants discussed registry modifications beyond the Version 0 standards.  It was noted that registry modifications have been the subject of discussion for many years, and several work papers containing proposed changes have been drafted.  Mr. Landrum noted that scheduled modifications were delayed due to the priority of the Version 0 transition and other high priority industry events.  Given the historical lead time for registry changes, Mr. Landrum suggested NAESB offer any suggested changes as soon as possible.  It was noted that changes could be needed to support the Coordinate Interchange Business Practices, enhanced security, etc.  Ms. Rehman stated that any proposed changes should be weighed against cost and implementation timeline compared to OASIS II.
The subcommittee decided to have an ad hoc group review the most recent registry enhancements proposal and draw parallels to current NAESB standards initiatives.  Mr. Dison stated the document reflecting the correlation between proposed changes and NAESB standards being developed would raise the priority of the proposed changes.  Mr. Simonelli added that the document would give an inherent priority and timeline for the changes.  Mr. Hansen, Mr. Singh, Mr. Stone and Ms. Rehman volunteered to work on the document and report back at the next meeting.    
Update on SSL X.509 standard for OASIS 1A:  The subcommittee reviewed the action taken at the last meeting directing the task force to move forward with development of a SSL X.509 standard for OASIS 1A in light of the recent eMARC events.  It was noted that NERC’s eMARC policy was not supported by the NERC CIPAG.  Mr. Sorenson stated the debate regarding eMARC surrounded the handling and issuing of certificates, and the business ramifications of the very strict specifications proposed.  Mr. Landrum noted TISWG will be doing a similar security analysis for the ETAG specification.  The subcommittee discussed whether work should continue notwithstanding the EMARC status.  

During discussion, Mr. Landrum noted that the steps discussed during the last meeting would be applicable to any security implementation, not just eMARC.  Mr. Hansen expressed strong support for moving forward with enhanced security, since some systems are currently exposed and the implementation could handle a big security concern at a very low cost.  The subcommittee agreed that moving forward was appropriate.  Additionally, it was noted that Request R04007 would continue to support the development of these standards, notwithstanding the status of eMARC.  
Mr. Sorenson proposed a security standard with self certification where a particular certificate would not be required.  Instead, under Mr. Sorenson’s proposal, each organization would post or file a document, signed by an officer, recognizing the need for security, declaring the service provider, and assuming liability for any liability.  Mr. Dison stated a key difference between this proposal and eMARC would be the party issuing the certificate.  It was noted that this approach was compatible with eMARC, and if eMARC were implemented, the business standard could be modified to either include the eMARC Certificate as a service option or mandate the use of an eMARC Certificate.  During discussion, it was noted that market agreement to accept all vendors and added administrative costs were challenges to the proposal.  The subcommittee supported going forward with this approach.  
The following initial issues were identified:  1) whether implementation would occur on the server-side only, or by mutual authentication; 2) the details of the blanket agreement; 3) whether a central repository of agreements would be appropriate; and, 4) instead of a central repository, whether the agreements should be posted on the public area of each OASIS site. 
3. Request R04006 – OASIS 1A Enhancements
Redirects:  Participants reviewed the current version of the redirects recommendation and the three sets of comments that have been submitted but not incorporated.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that with the exception of the WE Energies comments, the comments address the same points.  Participants agreed restructuring the recommendation into two standards would be appropriate, so the comments submitted by Salt River Project, which contain that distinction, were used as the basis for discussion.  The proposed standards were discussed at length and modified extensively.  Please find attached a redline document showing changes made during the meeting (Attachment 1).  In response to the WE Energies comments, it was noted that the task force is working on a standard that is for point to point service and not addressing networked service at this time.  
During discussion of standard X.4.3, participants were split on the evaluation of multiple redirect requests.  A straw vote was taken of the following proposals (vote count shown after):

A.  
Do not allow multiple redirects in excess of original capacity - 0

B.  
Allow multiple redirects, but evaluation of subsequent requests is deferred until final disposition of the first is known.  Queued but unevaluated.  - 2

C.  
Allow multiple redirects, evaluation of each request will continue but a final check of capacity will apply at the time of confirmation.  TP allows the subsequent requests to time out. - 0

D.  
Allow multiple redirects, evaluation of each request will continue but a final check of capacity will apply at the time of confirmation.  TP invalidates the subsequent requests. – 10
E.  
Abstain - 7
Mr. Sorenson agreed to draft language for standard X.4.3 consistent with the approach endorsed by the straw poll.  Additionally, Mr. Sorenson agreed to draft language for standard X.4.4 that provides in cases of overscheduling the TP will take appropriate actions.  An outstanding issue identified was whether or not redirect would apply to re-sales.  Also, a definitions section should be added to the recommendation.
Clarification of assignment of capacity vs. resale on secondary markets:  This item was not specifically discussed
Discussion of Recommendation for implementing redirects: See discussion above.
Multiple Requests:  Mr. Sorenson stated the subcommittee should reach consensus on which of the three aspects of multiple requests – denial of service, queue flooding and queue hoarding – the task force should continue development on, and then those aspects of the draft recommendation can be reformatted into standards format.  Mr. Sorenson reviewed the current draft recommendation.  With the exception of proposed changes to the 638 table, participants agreed the task force should move forward.  
A key aspect of the proposed standard was a modification to the 638 table, since according to the current table there is a possibility that a customer could hold daily firm transportation and effectively block access to the transmission without confirmation.  Discussion revealed that there were differing interpretations of the table.  For example, Mr. Wood stated that footnote 2 to the table meant a provider could adjust the timeframe.  There was not agreement on the interpretation of the footnote.  Prior to the meeting, Mr. Calder submitted a proposed modification to the table that would change the title of column 3 from ‘Time QUEUED Prior to Start’ to ‘Time Prior to Start’.  Mr. Calder stated the goal of the proposed modification was to reduce the amount of time a customer can have a request in the accepted state prior to confirmation.  Mr. Calder noted the table has always been an item of heavy discussion.  It was noted that Mr. Calder’s proposed change would make it impossible for an open request to extend past the scheduling deadline.  Mr. Wood opposed the proposal because it would require additional Transportation Provider actions.  
Mr. Sorenson stated there were three obvious alternatives for addressing the issue:  1) modify footnote 2 to clarify that confirmation will not extend beyond the scheduling deadline; 2) adopt a sliding confirmation timetable similar to Mr. Calder’s proposal; or 3) propose more extensive table changes that would provide hard confirmation limits.  Ms. Rehman cautioned that any modification should protect a customer’s ability to transact business that could appear to be hoarding, such as completing all associated transactions.  Opinion was mixed on whether it was appropriate to modify the table.  Mr. Mitreski volunteered to draft a strawman proposal based on the modified table proposed by Mr. Sorenson in the draft recommendation.  
Discussion of mandatory vs. optional provisions (shall vs. may):  This item was not specifically discussed.
Strawman for timing issues:  Please see discussion above.
Discussion of Redirect Recommendation for handling multiple requests:  Please see discussion above.
Reassignment/Resale:  Significant discussion on this topic was deferred until the next meeting.  In preparation for the discussion at the next meeting, Mr. Sorenson requested feedback on the task force’s direction.  He stated the task force is looking at defining two types of rights:  1) where a third party can only contact the Transmission Provider and schedule directly; and 2) where the customer’s entire obligation is assigned to the third party.  After limited discussion, the subcommittee agreed to support the direction of the task force.  Mr. Sorenson noted the modification would likely result in a new request type and mechanical system for performing the operations, possibly through a usage guide for the existing templates.
Discussion of Recommendation for implementing reassignments/resales: Please see discussion above.
An OASIS 1A Task Force meeting has been scheduled for July 14, 2004 in Houston, TX to discuss all open OASIS 1A topics and prepare for the July ESS/ITS meeting.

4. Request R04011 – OASIS 1A Enhancements for Generator Interconnection
Ms. Rehman reviewed the draft recommendation for OASIS 1A enhancements in connection with FERC Order 2003, which proposes the addition of standards language directing that required information be posted on the INFO.HTM page of OASIS sites.  Ms. Rehman stated this proposal represented the consensus of the task force and would be efficient to implement.  The subcommittee discussed whether there would be a proposed business standard or a change to S&CP section 4.5.  Mr. Sorenson suggested modifying the language to make it applicable to any situation where a FERC Order directs that information be posted on OASIS, not just Order 2003.  Additionally, it was suggested that this be a business practices change.  The task force agreed on the following substitute language for the recommendation, to be shown as Standard 21:
Whenever there is a regulatory order dictating posting on OASIS and there is not an S&CP template to support it or it is not deemed appropriate that one be developed, the information shall be posted on INFO.HTM.
A revised recommendation will be prepared and the subcommittee will vote at the next meeting on approval of the recommendation for Executive Committee consideration.

Ms. Rehman stated there were two additional outstanding items related to Request R04011.  First, Ms. Rehman will forward a replacement attachment to Request R04011 to correct a typographical error.  Second, she stated the task force did not address the LGIA or agreement that is a posting of scheduled outages of transmission facilities.  Ms. Rehman stated there is an OASIS template for posting outage information, but industry usage is not consistent.  Discussion revealed that several different implementations are being used.  However, since the Order specifically requires the posting of outage information, Mr. Dison stated the posting should be standardized as to where and how it is posted.  Participants agreed posting the information on INFO.HTM would not be a viable solution due to the volume and frequency of change of the information.  The task force was directed to discuss and draft a recommendation, if appropriate, on the information on transmission outages to be posted, where the information would be posted, and if that posting would be mandatory.  The task force will schedule a conference call for this topic.  Proposed language will be provided in advance of the conference call.  

FERC Order 2004 – Standards of Conduct:  Participants discussed how to incorporate the standards of conduct requirements contained in FERC Order 2004 into the OASIS 1A standards, currently Standard 18.  Mr. Sorenson identified several key issues from the Order:

358.4 (b)(1) - Post names and address of marketing and energy affiliates. 

358.4 (b)(2) - Post list of shared facilities. 

358.4 (b)(2)(v) - Post potential merger partners that would become an affiliate. 

358.5 (b)(4) - Post notice of consent to share non-affiliate info with an affiliate. 

The NAESB Office will work with Ms. Rehman to develop a recommendation for a substitute Standard 18.  Action on this recommendation will be supported by NAESB Standards Request R04006 (OASIS 1A Enhancements).  
5. Request R04007 – OASIS II Development  
Update from Structural Design Task Force:  No update was provided on this topic. 
Update from OASIS Phase II Scoping Task Force:  Mr. Singh reported on recent OASIS II Scoping Task Force progress.  He stated the task force met on May 25, 2004 to finalize the OASIS II Scope and OASIS II Vision.  Both documents will be distributed for industry comments and those comments will be discussed at subsequent conference calls and meetings, with the goal of having a final version 2 of each document at the July 27 meeting.  
Mr. Dison noted there was significant discussion at the meeting on how to make sure vendors that implement the OASIS II standards comply with the standards.  Mr. Dison reviewed the discussion and proposal that the WEQ develop a certification program similar to the WGQ Certification program, and the role the ESS/ITS would play in the development of that program.  Mr. Dison noted the concept was included in the OASIS II Vision and encouraged participants to include any concerns on the concept in their comments.  There was no opposition to the task force including the concept of a certification program in OASIS II.  

Creation of OASIS II Joint Implementation Task Force:  Mr. Dison stated that with the OASIS II Scoping Task Force’s completion of OASIS II Vision, v. 1, and OASIS II Scope, v.1, work should begin on the other OASIS II foundation documents.  The subcommittee established OASIS II Joint Implementation Task Force, which would essentially merge the OASIS II Scoping Task Force (ESS) and OASIS II Structural Design Task Force (ITS).  Participation in the task force will be open to any interested party.  Although leadership will be determined at the first meeting, Mr. Rodriquez, Mr. Singh and Mr. Sorenson expressed interest in co-chairing the task force.  The first OASIS II Joint Implementation Task Force meeting is scheduled for July 27, 2004 in Las Vegas, NV to be held jointly with the OASIS II Scoping Task Force meeting.  
6. Recommendation R03013 – Coordinate Interchange Business Practices (ESS)

Status Update:  The Coordinate Interchange Business Practice (CIBP) Standards have been approved by the WEQ Executive Committee and will be sent for member ratification before June 1, 2004.
Discussion of outstanding concerns and issues:  Participants briefly discussed the transition to Version 0 standards and the implications on that transition on the NAESB CIBP Standards.  To create its coordinate interchange Version 0, Mr. Simonelli stated a NERC group reviewed NERC Operating Policy 3 to determine how to convert the policy to the Functional Model entities while preserving ETAG and IDC.  He stated the work product has been submitted to the NERC Version 0 drafting team.  To create the NAESB CIBP Version 0, Mr. Carter used the NAESB CIBP standards as a base document, and removed references to the Interchange Authority (IA), among others.  Mr. Carter stated that work product, once complete, would be forwarded to the NAESB WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) for consideration and inclusion in NAESB Version 0.  
Mr. Simonelli stated references to the IA have been excluded from both Version 0 proposals, since there is not a consensus understanding within the industry on the IA.  Mr. Dison noted that most of the disagreement surrounds whether a single entity would perform all of the duties required of an IA, or if an IA is really a series of tasks to be performed by an entity or collection of entities.  Mr. Simonelli noted system operators are struggling with that question and what exactly is required of them.  Mr. Simonelli stated the requirement that the IA track each interchange transaction they are a party to that goes through each BA and the requirement that the IA handle losses are concerning.  
It was noted that organizations would work under the Version 0 standards until the Version 1 standards were adopted, but the timing and details of the transition had yet to be determined.   Mr. Sorenson suggested it would be appropriate for TISWEG, the current owner of ETAG, to identify any additional functionality that is needed for Version 0 and develop a transition plan for Version 1.  It was noted that NERC and NAESB had been working on the assumption that the roll out of the Functional Model and OASIS II would coincide, so any transition of ownership of the tools would occur at that time.  However, with the accelerated transition to Version 0 standards, that assumption may be incorrect.  Mr. Dison noted Version 1 and any future transitions are ancillary issues, given the priority NERC has placed on Version 0.  Participants identified this as a key issue.  
Ms. Rehman stated NERC Markets Committee members have been working on reviewing the existing NERC Operating Policies and Planning Standards for review at the July standing committee meetings and potentially an input for the Version 0 effort.  Mr. Dison expressed concern about the impact of the effort, since the NERC Version 0 team is moving very quickly.  Mr. Dison also noted the NAESB WEQ BPS schedule has been determined to dovetail with the NERC timeline.  

7. General Industry Update
No specific report was given.

8. Other Business

No other business was discussed.
9. Future Meetings
Joint ESS & ITS Meeting:  July 28-29, 2004 in Las Vegas, NV  
Joint OASIS II Scoping Task Force & OASIS II Joint Implementation Task Force Meeting:  July 27, 2004 in Las Vegas, NV

OASIS 1A Task Force Meeting:  July 14, 2004 in Houston, TX
10. Adjourn 
The meeting adjourned on May 27 at 11:00 a.m. Eastern.  
11. Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	Day One
	Day Two

	Dana Bachert
	TSGT
	In Person
	In Person

	Dan Baisden
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	David Baker
	TargetBase
	
	Phone

	Richard Bishop
	Pacificorp
	Phone
	

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	In Person

	John Calder
	Dominion
	Phone
	Phone

	Roman Carter
	Southern Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Warren Catoe
	Duke Power
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone

	Joel Dison
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Hansen
	Seattle City Light
	Phone
	Phone

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Hartwell
	NPCC
	In Person
	

	Marcel Harvey
	Transenergie
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Hudson
	Bonneville Power Admin
	In Person
	

	Alan Johnson
	Mirant
	In Person
	In Person

	Chris Johnson
	Areva
	Phone
	Phone

	Richard Knight
	Duke Power
	In Person
	In Person

	Monroe Landrum
	Southern Company
	In Person
	

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Cheryl Mendrala
	ISO New England
	In Person
	In Person

	Alex Mitreski
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Marilyn Morgan
	TSGT
	In Person
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Admin
	In Person
	In Person

	Andy Rodriquez
	PJM
	
	In Person

	Cesar Seymour
	Tractebel
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	John Simonelli
	ISO New England
	In Person
	In Person

	Jagjit Singh
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Szot
	CAISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Kalim Tippitt
	The Structure Group
	In Person
	

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	Eric Williams
	Exelon
	In Person
	In Person

	James T. Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
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