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Final Minutes
1.  Welcome
Mr. Dison welcomed the meeting participants and asked them to introduce themselves.

Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust advice.

The Agenda was modified to allow Mr. Burden to provide an update regarding OASIS Security/PKI.  This item was inserted as Item 2 on the Agenda.  The Agenda was also amended to allow time for Ms. Costantini from NERC to call and speak with members of the JOITF who are present at this meeting regarding the OASIS Registry.  Request R04006 was deleted from Agenda Item 9 regarding the Interchange Authority Function Task Force Presentation.  The agenda was adopted as modified absent objection.
Draft minutes from August 17, 2004 were changed so that the date on the meeting minutes was consistent with the actual date the meeting took place.  The committee adopted the Draft Minutes from July 28-29, 2004, the Draft Minutes from August 17, 2004 as amended, and the Draft Minutes from September 2, 2004 as Final Minutes.

2.  OASIS Security/PKI Update

Mr. Burden reminded the group that during the ESS/ITS meeting in Las Vegas, members working on PKI issues were asked to meet with NERC representatives in order to work collectively to create something that will work for both parties.  Mr. Burden told the committee that the first meeting between NERC and NAESB regarding PKI was on September 3rd.  The purpose of the meeting was for the two organizations to update their progress on this issue.

Mr. Burden told the group that at the meeting on September 3rd, ISO/RTO representatives had provided 4 eMARC Recommendations.
1. The eMARC CP must require that all eMARC certificates be fully compliant with the X.509 Standard.

2. Adopt a basic trust model that multiple providers and intended users can handle.  Let the CAs take care of the details required to comply with the basic trust model rather than prescribing the details in the CP.  Make the eMARC CP a high-level policy document.  The CP should limit itself to such things as how the trust is established (requirements for verifying user information and access needs) and certificate usage rules.  Do not require a trust chain with NERC or any other single organization as the sole Root CA.  Instead, encourage multiple qualified CAs, with the ability to cross-certify.

3. Allow the CAs to provide the flexibility of multiple levels of assurance necessary according to risk (e.g. browser certificates for individuals and hardware tokens for shared or role-based systems).  Allow for two classes of certificates:  SSL authentication and Non-repudiable certificates.

4. Revise the requirement for the prospective eMARC CA to identify their assets.  For security reasons, it is unlikely that a commercial CA would be willing to identify the types and locations of their CA assets.  It is still appropriate for the eMARC certification process to include a site visit to inspect the procedures and facilities.

Mr. Burden told the committee that even though all parties had not agreed to all four recommendations; those at the joint meeting considered the recommendations a base from which to move forward.  Mr. Burden said NERC, NAESB, and the ISO/RTO Council will next meet regarding this issue on October 27th, although the specifics of the meeting have not yet been confirmed.  Mr. Burden said that Mitre, a consultant, will incorporate the ISO/RTO Council’s recommendations into an eMARC policy and present it at the meeting on October 27th.
Mr. Dison asked if the eMARC policy will be a NERC policy, a set of NAESB business practices, or both.  Mr. Burden stated it was his understanding the policy will become an industry policy and the standards will be written based on the policy itself.  Mr. Dison reminded the group that this issue is the first instance where there is a policy issue where it has not been determined if NERC or NAESB owns the policy.  Mr. Burden reported that the voting will take place across both NERC and NAESB, and that the policy will have to pass based on each organization’s voting rules.

Mr. Scott asked which groups would be expected to work on this issue.  Mr. Burden stated that the NERC PKI Steering Committee will meet with the WEQ ESS and ITS Committees or any offshoots of those committees NAESB wants to create to work on this project.
Mr. Dison stated that the decision as to who will own this policy, and who can establish this policy needs to be made at the first couple of meetings.  Mr. Dison and Mr. Sorenson agreed that the end result of this project could very likely be parallel policies within NERC and NAESB.

Mr. Sorenson reminded the group eMARC originated from the predecessors of the WEQ ESS/ITS in 2001 and that this group should have input on what the end result of the policy will be.

The group agreed that this meeting was not the proper forum to decide these higher level issues.

3.  Request R04005 – OASIS Baseline Cleanup
· Review Comments
As a courtesy, the committee reviewed the comments provided to the Executive Committee on the Recommendation based on Request R04005.  These comments are posted on the NAESB Request and Standards Development Activity section on the Standards and Implementation page on the website at:  http://www.gisb.org/request.asp.  Three companies provided comments:  Entergy, We Energy, and HydroQuebec Transenergie.
Mr. Dison stated that the comments represent a material change to what the committee actually adopted in its recommendation standards which were based on existing FERC orders.  Mr. Dison reminded the committee that the OASIS baseline standards were adopted using the exact regulatory text and that Request R04005 was a request to reorganize and cleanup the existing OASIS baseline standards and that any changes to the standards themselves should be included in a request to be moved through the NAESB process.
After discussion, the committee agreed that the comments requested changes that were out of scope to the original request.
The committee decided to inform the Executive Committee that the ESS/ITS Committee’s view of these comments is that while they are worthy of consideration, they are out of the scope of the original request.  Mr. Dison reminded this committee that it had already voted for this recommendation to be sent to the Executive Committee and the Executive Committee could itself decide to implement any or all of the changes posted in the comments.
The committee decided that because the comments were worthy of consideration it would draft a request to incorporate these changes.  The committee requested Ms. Kennedy to draft the request and post it on the NAESB ESS/ITS exploder for the committee to review before officially submitting it to the NAESB office.
4.  Request R04006 – Standards of Conduct
· Review Comments
The committee reviewed the comments to the Executive Committee on the Standards of Conduct Recommendation as a courtesy.  These comments are posted on the NAESB Request and Standards Development Activity section on the Standards and Implementation page on the website at:  http://www.gisb.org/request.asp.  Four companies provided comments:  Bonneville Power Administration, We Energy, Southern Company Transmission, and HydroQuebec Transenergie.

Mr. Dison reminded the group that at the meeting in Las Vegas, the committee decided to extract the Standards of Conduct from the existing standards and request them they be redrafted as stand alone standards.
Mr. Dison told the group that the comments from Bonneville Power Administration represented corrections to the original recommendations. The comments, drafted by Ms. Rehman, corrected some inadvertent omissions related to FERC Order 2004b in the original recommendation. Mr. Dison informed the committee that it would be inappropriate for the Executive Committee to consider and vote on this standard as drafted in the recommendation because the version in Ms. Rehman’s comments accurately reflects the existing FERC Order while the version in the current recommendation does not reflect the existing FERC Order.
Mr. Dison suggested that the committee draft a memo to Executive Committee to consider Ms. Rehman’s version instead of the version the committee forwarded in its recommendation.  Mr. Wood suggested the committee should have an opportunity to review Ms. Rehman’s version before it decided to recommend it in place of the current recommendation.
Ms. Rehman suggested that a way to address Mr. Wood’s concerns would be to set up a conference call for this committee to vote on whether or not to recommend that her version be considered in place of the version that was submitted with the committee’s recommendation.

Mr. Sorenson made a motion that subsequent to internal review to verify that Bonneville Power Administration’s comments are consistent with current regulatory text, (through FERC Order 2004b), at a conference call two weeks from the date of this meeting, the committee recommends that Bonneville Power Administration’s version of the Standards of Conduct be submitted for vote by the Executive Committee.  In addition, the committee will prepare and submit a request to amend the Standards of Conduct in light of the comments provided by We Energy, Southern Company Transmission, and HydroQuebec Transenergie, and any other changes based on rehearing at FERC.  Mr. Harshbarger seconded the motion.  The motion passed without dissent.
The committee scheduled a conference call on Thursday, October 14, from 12:00 PM to 1:00 PM Central Time to vote on whether or not Bonneville Power Administration’s comments are to replace the current Standards of Conduct Recommendation.

5. Request R04011 – OASIS Requirements for FERC Order 2003 – Generation Interconnection
Mr. Dison told the committee that it had sent this recommendation to the Executive Committee for consideration and that, since there were no substantive comments on the recommendation, the committee could consider its work on this request finished.

There was no other discussion of this issue.
6.  Request R04006 – Other OASIS 1A Enhancements – Redirects
· Review and discussion of standards and comments on standards
· Review and discussion of standards and comments on examples
The draft of the redirect standards that reflects all of the revisions made by the committee at this meeting is titled “Redirects Recommendation Strawman - Revised Sept. 30, 2004,” and is posted on the NAESB website at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its100604w1.doc.  The committee discussed the outstanding that need to be decided before a recommendation can be made.  The three issues were outlined by Mr. Sorenson and posted on the NAESB ESS/ITS exploder.  The three remaining issues were:
1.
Limit request to redirect on firm basis to unscheduled capacity on parent.
2.
Allowing multiple redirects on firm basis for the same parent capacity to be evaluated and accepted independently, and all the related stuff about blocking confirmation, setting status to superseded, etc.

3.
Limiting capacity of redirect on non-firm basis to parent capacity.
Mr. Mitreski told the group that a starting point to resolve conflicts about the redirect standards would be to define available capacity.  Mr. Dison stated that if this term were defined, the concerns stated in many of the comments posted would be addressed.

Ms. Weathers asked if the committee would agree that the transmission provider’s tariff trumps the redirect standards.  Mr. Dison reminded the committee that a tariff will trump a standard in all cases unless and until FERC tells an entity to change its tariff to comply with the standard and that this fact serves as a feature and a warning to all entities that fall under FERC’s jurisdiction.

After discussion, the committee agreed on the definition of Capacity Available to Redirect.  The definition was added just after the Summary section of the Standard and just before Standard 9.  The definition is provided below.

Capacity Available to Redirect - the amount of Capacity Available to Redirect from the parent reservation calculated as the granted capacity of the parent reservation at the time of customer confirmation (CAPACITY_GRANTED) less all confirmed reassignments (e.g. resales), confirmed redirects on a firm basis, confirmed redirects on a non-firm basis, displacements, and outstanding approved schedules.
The committee then discussed the 2nd issue regarding whether to allow multiple redirects on firm basis for the same parent capacity to be evaluated and accepted independently.  After discussion, Mr. Dison narrowed the discussion of how to deal with this issue to four options.  Mr. Dison based the four options on an example.  The example was set out as follows:  a 100mw parent, 3 100 mw redirects with no limit on ATC and no limitations on acceptance other than these proposed business practices.  The four options of how the transmission provider will be able to treat this situation were:
1.
Reject 2 and 3 outright upon submission:  they are invalid right away

2.
Accept 1; leave 2 and 3 pending until disposition on 1 is known
3.
Accept 1; reject 2 and 3

4.
Accept 1; accept 2; accept 3; reject other two upon confirmation of any one

The committee voted by a show of hands on the preference of these four options.  Options 2 and 4 received two votes and ten votes respectively.  The committee decided on option 4 when it had to choose between options 2 and 4.  Mr. Sorenson told the committee that the standard is already written to reflect the sequence in option 4.  It was also noted that the language could be interpreted to reflect the sequence in option 2 as well.
The committee discussed the 3rd outstanding issue:  limiting capacity of redirect on non-firm basis to parent capacity.  Mr. Dison told the committee the real issue is that some providers treat a non-firm redirect similar to a schedule and some treat a non-firm redirect as a reservation.

Mr. Sorenson told the committee that as the standard is drafted now, there is a scheduling limit that looks at parent and all children where the schedule cannot exceed the redirect or the sum of all schedules of the parent and direct.  Mr. Singh asked the group to discuss this issue in light of a time horizon.  Mr. Sorenson told the group that non-firm is day ahead and no more than twenty-four hours.  Mr. Sorenson stated that long term basis on a non-firm does not exist.

Mr. Dison stated the TP cannot leave the redirect in limbo and therefore a release mechanism would have to be in place.  Mr. Dison proposed two different possible release mechanisms:  1. an automatic release that would allow the redirect to be scheduled back on the parent or 2.  The TP would have to release the redirect.

The committee reached a consensus that the proposed business practice would place a limit on non-firm redirects to the capacity available to the redirect.  Mr. Sorenson confirmed that this is interpreted to mean that no single redirect request can exceed the capacity available to the redirect, but there can be multiple redirect requests that exceed the capacity available to the redirect.
Mr. Dison asked the committee if there were any other outstanding issues to be decided for the redirect standards.  Members of the committee stated that timing and pre-confirmation were two outstanding issues that also needed to be discussed.  After discussion of these issues, Mr. Sorenson agreed to revise the redirect draft standard to reflect the changes the committee discussed during the meeting as well as to reflect the comments that were posted for this standard.  Mr. Dison asked Mr. Sorenson to make the changes and have them available for the second day of the meeting.
The committee reviewed Mr. Sorenson’s draft of the redirect standards that incorporated the changes made on the first day of the meeting.  This draft is titled “Redirects - Revised 9/29/04,” and can be found on the website at:  http://www.gisb.org/weq/weq_electronic_scheduling.asp.
The committee reviewed the document to confirm Mr. Sorenson had correctly reflected the desired changes in the revised draft of the standard.  Mr. Mitreski moved to remove proposed Section 10.7 because it had not been discussed previously.  Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  After discussion, the motion failed by a majority of the vote.
Many committee members wanted to schedule another meeting in order to wordsmith the standard before it was voted to be sent to the Executive Committee.  The committee scheduled a conference call on Wednesday, October 6th from 12:00 to 3:00 Central time to wordsmith the standard and to vote on whether proposed Section 10.7 should be included in the standard.  The committee agreed they would not revisit decisions on the substance of the standard at this conference call, but would work on fine tuning the language of the standard.

The agenda for the conference call on October 6th will include discussion of proposed Section 10.7 and to wordsmith the redirect standard.

7.  Request R04006 – Other OASIS 1A Enhancements – Multiple Requests
· Review and discussion of standards and comments on standards
· Review and discussion of standards and comments on examples
The committee discussed all comments posted on the Multiple Requests Strawman.  This document can be found on the website at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/cr090304_weq_w3.doc.

Comments by Calpine – Calpine submitted three comments on the Multiple Requests Strawman.  Calpine’s comments are inserted below.
1. What real evidence exists that this a problem and, if so, where are these problems occurring? Where we have seen this problem, it is (most often) caused by the current practice of having every TSR reviewed and approved via human interface. Where proper automation has been installed as part of the OASIS confirmation process, these problems are not as common. These automated processes allow much quicker response to requests, which greatly reduces situations of Queue Hording that results when much larger amounts of time are required for human review and approval of TSRs.

2. Why doesn't the new standard promote the use of more automated confirmation processes by OASIS managers/owners? The promotion of "status quo" operations on the OASIS end (by suggesting limiters on front-end entry) does not promote the development and implementation of "smarter" programs that automatically provide confirmation/denial responses based on applicable market rules and transmission system capacity. There are plenty of examples in the market place in which to gain better understanding of how these systems work and benefits they allow.

3. The "open-endedness" of the policy implementation will create inconsistency in application. Some problems could include(i)differing minimum frequency of Multiple Request TSR submittals, (ii) differing Start-Time windows of application, (iii) differing or lack of indication to the Requester noting this policy resulted in denial, (iv) varying policy descriptions of how service type priorities are applied to this application (most notably, Network vs. Point-to-Point), and (v) non-common application of a Customer review process that would allow notice to OASIS manger/owner of improper policy use. Although all of these issues are arguably market specific, if no general guidelines are promoted with this policy, these practices will most likely vary greatly.
The committee’s response to Comment 1 was that the committee will provide this standard in a recommendation to the Executive Committee even if the multiple request problem has not been experienced recently because the potential for such problems still exist.
The committee’s response to Comment 2 was that even though the standard will not prevent a marketer from submitting multiple requests, it will create a tool for the provider to deal with multiple requests that has not been available to the provider in the past.

The committee’s response to Comment 3 was that there was no intention that this standard would address the described timing issues and that the committee does not agree that the policy is open ended.

Comments by Bonneville Power Administration – The committee discussed the comments from Bonneville Power Administration.  Ms. Rehman drafted the comments for BPA and was at the meeting for discussion of the comments.  Ms. Rehman had suggested that every instance of the term Denial of Service be changed to grossly inefficient usage of OASIS.  After discussion, the committee as well as Ms. Rehman decided to keep the term Denial of Service in the document, but to add the phrase “or grossly inefficient use of OASIS,” in the Summary paragraph of the draft standard.  All of the other comments submitted by BPA were changes that the committee decided would change the intent of the language and were not implemented by the committee.
Mr. Dison suggested that all definitions in the Multiple Requests draft standard as well as all definitions in the OASIS standards section 1.3 be extracted and placed in a definitions section in the beginning of the OASIS standards.  Mr. Dison also proposed that section 1.3 be designated as reserved for numbering consistency.  There was no objection to this change.

Mr. Hansen moved to submit the revised multiple requests recommendation to the Executive Committee pending the cleanup of definitions proposed by Mr. Dison.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Keaton.  The motion was tabled until the second day of the meeting to give committee members a chance to review the changes made at the meeting.

On the second day of the meeting, the committee amended the summary to include clarifying language regarding the definitions section.

Mr. Wood moved to change the language of the last sentence in Section 8.3.2 to be “…any earlier than two hours before the pro forma scheduling deadline.”  After discussion, the motion failed by a majority of the vote.

The committee discussed the tabled motion to send the multiple requests recommendation to the Executive Committee pending the cleanup of definitions proposed by Mr. Dison.  The motion passed by a majority.  Mr. Dison reminded the committee that once the recommendation is sent to the Executive Committee, there will be a 30 day comment period.
The redline version of the Multiple Requests draft standard the committee voted to be recommended to the Executive Committee is located on the web at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its092904w6.doc, and the clean version of the recommendation is posted on the web as an attachment to these minutes. 
8.  Request R04006 – Resales

Mr. Dison asked the committee what there was left to do to get the resales recommendation ready to be submitted to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Dison requested that the committee members review the July 21st version of the resales draft and to come prepared to discuss the remaining three or four big issues at the meeting scheduled in November.  This version of the document can be found on the website at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its092904w4.doc and is titled “Resales Recommendation - Latest Version.”
9.  Update from Interchange Authority Function Task Force (Jim Hansen)

Mr. Hansen updated the committee on the status of the work by the Interchange Authority Function Task Force.  Mr. Hansen’s presentation is located on the web at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its092904w7.ppt.  Mr. Hansen told the group the NERC Operating Committee is charged with the Interchange Authority function.  Mr. Hansen informed the group that NERC expects NAESB to define the process for the market portion of the Interchange Authority.  Mr. Hansen told the committee that there will be one interchange authority per interconnection according to the current functional model.
Mr. Saini asked who will be responsible for checkouts to the BA once the interchange authority is in place.  Mr. Hansen replied that if all RFI are validated and confirmed by all parties, the need for checkouts would be eradicated.

Mr. Dison asked that once NAESB decides on the functional model of the market portion of the interchange authority, what NAESB needed to do to provide the market functions to NERC to be implemented in the interchange authority.  Mr. Hansen said that he did not know the specifics of the procedure or documentation, but that it was his understanding that there will be a joint effort between NERC and NAESB.  Mr. Hansen told the group that the NERC IS Committee will come to NAESB after the NERC Operating Committee has provided its stamp of approval and begin working with NAESB on the IA.

Mr. Dison told the group that three or four people would have to be committed to coordinating the IA effort with NERC.  Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Mitreski, Mr. Stone, Mr. Keaton volunteered for this effort. 
10.  Other Business

Request R04020
Request R04020 is a request seeking to establish business standards relating to electric transaction scheduling and timelines.  This request is posted on the NAESB Request & Standards Development Activity page on the website at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/r04020.doc.  Mr. Dison told the committee that this request had been assigned to the ESS.  Mr. Dison inquired as to how the committee wanted to proceed with this request.
Mr. Yeung told the committee that this request had been presented to the JIC and that the JIC requested that the request be streamlined and its scope be narrowed.  Mr. Dison told the group he would speak with Mr. Desselle and Ms. McQuade about how to proceed with this issue.  Mr. Dison said he thought a conference call or meeting with the requestors would be required to find out exactly what the requestors are looking for in this request.  Mr. Yeung confirmed that is what the JIC wanted the committee to do.

Summary of Registry Discussion with NERC

At the meeting of the JOITF on September 28th, members of the committee requested that Mr. Scott ask Ms. Costantini call in to the ESS/ITS Meeting so those that attended both meetings could question her regarding issues about the registry that came up during the JOITF Meeting.  The individuals who wished to speak with Ms. Costantini did so during the ESS/ITS lunch break.  After the lunch break, the members provided an update for all of the ESS/ITS committee.  Ms. Costantini informed the members that until she receives further direction, the registry will maintain status quo.  Ms. Costantini stated she had no plans to change the registry in any way to make changes based on the Interchange Authority or OASIS II modifications.
11.  Future Meetings

The committee scheduled a conference call on October 6th from 12:00 to 3:00 Central Time.  The committee will discuss whether or not it will include Section 10.7 in the redirects recommendation as well as wordsmith the redirects recommendation at this conference call.
The committee scheduled a conference call on October 14th from 12:00 to 1:00 Central Time.  The committee plans to discuss Ms. Rehman’s draft of the Standards of Conduct that incorporate FERC Order 2004b at this conference call.
A meeting of the ESS/ITS is scheduled November 17-18, 2004.  The meeting will be hosted by EEI in Washington, DC.  The meeting will be from 8:00 to 5:00 Eastern time on November 17th and from 8:00 to 12:00 Eastern time on November18th.  Agenda items at this meeting will include discussion of Resales.

The committee scheduled a meeting to take place on January 12-13, 2005.  The meeting location has not been established.
12.  Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 11:30 AM.
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	NERC
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	California ISO
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	NAESB
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	In Person
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	Salt River Project
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	Southern Company
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	In Person
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	Southwest Power Pool
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