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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 Final Minutes – July 28-29, 2004
DATE:

August 17, 2004 

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ITS & ESS JOINT MEETING
July 28 & 29, 2004

Las Vegas, NV hosted by NAESB
Final Minutes
1. Welcome

Mr. Dison called the meeting to order and welcomed participants.  Mr. Oncken gave the antitrust advice.  Participants introduced themselves.  The agenda was reviewed and a discussion of the Interchange Authority Function Task Force (IAFTF) was added under other business.  The agenda was adopted by consent.

The draft minutes from May 26-27, 2004 were reviewed.  The draft minutes were adopted by consent without modification.  

2. Request R04006 Maintenance of Baseline OASIS Business Practice Standards (ESS)

“Cleanup” of originally ratified business practices 

Mr. Dison stated Recommendation R04005 (OASIS Baseline), as ratified, should be reorganized and clarified so that it would be easier to understand.  He explained that, with Mr. Sorenson’s assistance, the recommendation was reorganized into the following sections: OASIS Business Practices, the OASIS Data Dictionary, and the OASIS Standards & Communications Protocol (SCP).  In addition, he stated there were some substantive changes for consistency with current regulations (as seen in the CFR), and some non-substantive changes to correct external references.  The redlined work paper posted for the meeting reflects all proposed changes.  
The subcommittee reviewed each of the proposed changes, as well as areas that were identified for potential changes, and created a revised document, attached.  During discussion it was noted that there were no proposed changes to the S&CP.  There was extensive discussion about whether references to the Commission should be changed to Appropriate Regulatory Body.  Proponents of the change stated the new language would make the standard applicable to non-jurisdictional entities for voluntary use.  Opponents of the change preferred no change, because a change would modify the current FERC Orders.

Mr. Keaton moved, seconded by Mr. Fisher, to change the definition for Transmission Provider, as follows:  Transmission Provider means any entity that owns, operates, or controls facilities used for the transmission of electric energy in wholesale markets.  The motion passed 10-2 with Ms. Rehman and Mr. Davis opposing.  
Ms. Rehman reiterated her concerns with modifying the definition.  Mr. Singh also opposed the definition, since it was defined in a FERC Order and this would change the order.  He expressed concerns about future conflicts.  Mr. Dison explained that if the FERC adopts this standard, it would be replacing the current definition.  
Mr. Singh moved, seconded by Ms. Rehman, that in this document the definitions and anyother policy matters should not be changed, only the reorganization and clarification should be added.  Several participants found the motion problematic because it could be interpreted to mean any of the Request R04006 changes being considered would violate the motion.  Accordingly, the motion was modified to read as follows:  in this document the definitions should not be changed but remain as they were in the originally ratified document, only the reorganization and clarification should be added.  In response to the comments that the standard should be written as a voluntary standard for the whole industry, Mr. Singh stated that since this is a clarification of the existing standards, the basic premise should not be changed.  The motion passed 11 to 3.  
Mr. Sorenson moved, seconded by Mr. Seymour, to approve the Recommendation R04005 cleanup for submission to the Executive Committee, but delay its posting for comment until after August 18.  The motion passed unanimously.  
Revised Standards of Conduct:
Ms. Rehman presented a proposed standard that contains all of the electric-specific elements of Order 2004, as a replacement to Standard 1.4.  There was not consensus on whether the new standard should be a wholesale replacement of Standard 1.4, or a modification of Standard 1.4.  Ms. Rehman, Mr. Sorenson, and Mr. Saini agreed to research and discuss the issue prior to the August 17 conference call.  The group’s findings will be discussed and the revised recommendation will be considered for approval and inclusion into the Recommendation R04005 cleanup. 
3. Registry Task Force Update

Mr. Rodriquez reported that there was a meeting with the TISWEG to discuss registry changes to implement the Version 0 Standards.  It was noted that the registry will be NERC Reliability Functional Model compliant and entities will be registered under the Functional Model in October 2004.  Mr. Rodriquez explained that as a practical matter, the actual changes would likely be the addition of several columns at the end of the current database.  Mr. Scott added that there would not be default entries and the NERC Reliability Regions would monitor the registrations. 
Mr. Dison said the Registry task group, established at the May meeting, should continue its high-level review to determine if any registry changes were needed as a result of pending NAESB standards.  Mr. Simonelli stated a long-term issue was rebuilding the registry so it is more functional.  Further, he stated a larger issue will be which organization owns and maintains the Registry since it will be an application used by both NERC and NAESB.  

4. ETAG/OASIS Security Standards (ITS)

Update on SSL X.509 standard for OASIS 1A – Mr. Sorenson provided an update on the progress on the security standard.  He stated the group decided to move forward with a security standard for OASIS, even though NERC’s EMARC policy had stalled.  Mr. Sorenson stated the proposed standard incorporates a self-certification model where an officer of the organization would sign a document assuming liability for transactions entered into under a disclosed certificate.  
Mr. Sorenson outlined the following continuum of options for proceeding with a self-certification security standard:  1) general guidelines as detailed in the draft; 2) stricter guidelines than those detailed in the draft; 3) successful completion of an external industry standard, such as the Web Trust Audit; 4) successful completion of a third-party audit; or 5) development and implementation of an industry certificate policy (EMARC).

While Mr. Keaton complemented the substantial work completed by Mr. Sorenson in developing the concept and draft, he questioned whether security beyond encryption of sensitive data was necessary for OASIS 1A.  Mr. Keaton suggested that client-based certificates would become important with the development of OASIS II and automated interoperability.  There was not consensus on whether a tighter security standard was needed for OASIS 1A beyond encryption, especially in light of the development and implementation timeframe for OASIS II.  Mr. Keaton opposed developing a security standard specifically for OASIS 1A, but would not oppose a standard with a long term approach that could be used with OASIS 1A.  
As a next step to continue with Mr. Sorenson’s efforts on drafting the security standard, Mr. Rodriquez suggested the task group, currently consisting of consisting of Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Keaton, Mr. Singh and Mr. Burden, research and discuss the issues that surrounded EMARC and move forward with drafting a strawman standard that represents a middle-ground approach of the options noted above.  
5. Request R04006 – Other OASIS 1A Enhancements

Redirects – Mr. Sorenson stated the posted workpaper reflects the changes made at the OASIS 1A meeting.  The draft recommendation was reviewed by section for content.  There was considerable discussion about what effect a non-firm redirect has on firm rights and two motions were entertained to clarify the subcommittee’s interpretation of the pro forma tariff with regards to the rights of non-firm redirects.
Mr. Sorenson moved, seconded by Ms. Weathers, as follows:
Prior to and upon confirmation of a Redirect on a Non-Firm basis, the TC’s firm scheduling rights associated with the original reservation shall remain unchanged.  This means that a customer may schedule against either the parent firm reservation and/or against the non-firm redirect request provided that in no event shall the total of the schedules at any point in time under the parent reservation plus all redirects on a Non-Firm basis exceed the amount of the parent reservation’s original reserved capacity.

A request for a redirect on a non-firm basis is a request for secondary service and may be displaced by any request for non-firm service.  

The redlines above reflect modifications made to the motion during discussion.  The motion passed on a balanced vote.  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	6
	10
	0.8
	1.2
	2

	Generation
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	6.8
	1.2
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Mr. Sorenson, seconded by Ms. Weathers, moved as follows:
Prior to and upon confirmation of a Redirect on a Non-Firm basis, the TC’s firm redirect rights associated with the original reservation shall remain unchanged.  This means that a customer may redirect on a firm basis against the parent firm reservation to the full capacity of the original reservation regardless of the existing non-firm redirects.  However, if the original reservation is redirected on a firm basis, than any existing redirects on a non-firm basis will be limited to the remaining capacity available on the parent reservation, which may be zero.
The redlines above reflect modifications made to the motion during discussion.  The motion passed on a balanced vote.  

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	6
	8
	0.5
	1.5
	2

	Generation
	1
	
	 
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	
	1
	 
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	5.5
	2.5
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


There were numerous changes to the draft, including modifications to Proposed Standard Y.4 to reflect the outcome of the motions.  
Mr. Sorenson proposed drafting specific examples of how the standard would be used, since there were nuances and differing interpretations of the language.  It was agreed the examples would be included as an appendix or supporting documentation for the standard.  The examples will be discussed at the upcoming conference call.  The draft standard and examples will be published for 30 days of informal industry comment after the conference call, and all comments will be considered at the September 29-30 meeting.
Multiple Requests – Mr. Sorenson reviewed each section of the current draft.  Mr. Sorenson noted that there was discussion at the last meeting about the treatment of Proposed Standard Z.2 and whether a change should be made to the Reservation Timing Requirements (Table 4-2).  Most of the discussion on this standard surrounded the same issue, and the three options the OASIS 1A Task Force developed to resolve the issue.  The subcommittee reviewed each option and developed two additional options.  Upon consideration of the alternatives, a straw vote was held and the following language was included for Proposed Standard Z.2:

Unless the Transmission Provider’s business practices allows a later or less restrictive confirmation time period, the Transmission Customers confirmation timelimit shall be the lesser of the confirmation timeline in Table 4-2 or 30 minutes before the pro forma scheduling deadline.
Additionally, Ms. Rehman had concerns on the clarity of Proposed Standard Z.1 and agreed to provide alternative language for discussion at the upcoming conference call.  The draft standard will be published for 30 days of informal industry comment after the conference call, and all comments will be considered at the September 29-30 meeting. 
Reassignment/Resale:  Mr. Sorenson reviewed the draft standard, but no action was taken during the meeting.  Instead, it was agreed that the draft would be circulated through the exploder and Mr. Sorenson would collect the responses for discussion at the next meeting.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the treatment of reassignment/resales had been a longstanding issue, discussed by the NERC Markets Committee and ESC in 2000-2001, where the NERC MC reached the following conclusions:  resales are transactions where the transmission service is used for a fee but there is no change in the finanacial relationship with the Transmission Provider; and reassignments are transactions where all of the rights of the Transmission Customer are transferred to a third party, including financial rights and responsibilities to the Transmission Provider.  For clarity, Mr. Sorenson stated Reassignments are referred to as Transfers in the draft document.
During brief discussion, Mr. Yeung proposed an alternative would be to draft a standard that discusses the relationship between the two Transmission Customers, instead of the Transmission Customer and Transmission Provider.  
6. Request R04011 – OASIS 1A Enhancements for Generator Interconnection

Ms. Rehman reviewed draft Recommendation R04011, noting that the recommendation would address all of the posting requirements for Order 2003, including posting of outage information.  Mr. Rehman reported that the OASIS 1A Task Force held a conference call to discuss how to present the outage information and it was determined that a template change was not required.  Mr. Singh moved, seconded by Mr. Sorenson, to approve Recommendation R04011 and forward it to the Executive Committee for its consideration.  During discussion the draft recommendation was modified to include language that correlates posting ‘on OASIS’ with any link that can be referenced from INFO.HTM.  The motion passed unanimously.
7. Request R04007 – OASIS II Development

Mr. Singh reported that the OASIS II Vision and OASIS II Scope was complete and posted on the OASIS II Documents page of the NAESB website.  Additionally, he reported that the Joint OASIS II Implementation Task Force (JOITF) would be led by himself, Mr. Rodriquez and Mr. Sorenson as co-chairs.  Additionally, he stated the task force developed a list of key organizations and the co-chairs would draft correspondence requesting specific liaisons with the organizations. 

Mr. Singh stated the JOITF had scheduled a meeting fro August 30-31 in Houston, TX, where the focus would be to bring participants to a common level of understanding of the use cases, which will provide the basis for moving forward.  A subsequent meeting was scheduled for September 28 in Houston.  

8. Recommendation R03013 – Coordinate Interchange Business Practices VERSION 0 (ESS)

After limited discussion, the subcommittee determined that it would be more efficient for the drafting of the CIBP Version 0 standard to be supervised by the ESS instead of the BPS, since the CIBP under the ESS drafted the Version 1 standard.  Mr. Dison noted that the CIBP would have to follow the previously established timelines for Version 0 standards.  A conference call was scheduled for August 16 to discuss the comments submitted on CIBP Version 0, draft 1.  

9. General Industry Update

Mr. Dison reported that the first draft of the NERC and NAESB Version 0 Standards have been posted for comment, with comments due to the respective organizations on August 9.  
Interchange Authority Function Task Force (IAFTF):  Mr. Simonelli reported that the task force is nearing completion of its whitepaper, but four or five major issues remain outstanding.  Mr. Simonelli projected the final draft of the whitepaper would be available in September 2004, but added the group would probably be unable to gain consensus on the remaining issues.  Mr. Dison noted the ESS will review the CIBP Version 1 Standard in light of the IAFTF whitepaper.  
10. Other Business

No other business was discussed.
11. Future Meetings

· CIBP Conference Call – August 16, 2004 – 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. Central
· ESS/ITS Conference Call – August 17, 2004 – 2:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. Central

Future meetings can be found on the ESS and ITS webpages.
12. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned on July 29 at 11:00 a.m. Pacific.

13.
Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	Day One
	Day Two

	Dan Baisden
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Aaron Baizman
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Bishop
	PacifiCorp
	Phone
	

	Christopher Burden
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In Person
	

	John Calder
	Dominion
	
	Phone

	Roman Carter
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	

	Joel Dison
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Brett Fisher
	WAPA
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Hartwell
	NPCC
	In Person
	In Person

	Marcel Harvey
	Transenergie
	In Person
	In Person

	Chris Johnson
	Areva
	In Person
	In Person

	James Keaton
	SPP
	In Person
	In Person

	Cheryl Mendrala
	ISO-NE
	In Person
	In Person

	Aleks Mitreski
	Entergy
	In Person
	

	Don Mooney
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Marilyn Morgan
	TSGT
	In Person
	In Person

	Todd Oncken
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	In Person
	In Person

	Andy Rodriquez
	PJM
	In Person
	

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Gordon Scott
	NERC
	Phone
	Phone

	Cesar Seymour
	Tractebel
	In Person
	In Person

	John Simonelli
	ISO-NE
	In Person
	In Person

	Jagjit Singh
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Szot
	CAISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Veronica Thomason
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Kalim Tippitt
	The Structure Group
	In Person
	In Person

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	J. T. Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Charles Yeung
	SPP
	In Person
	In Person
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