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TO:
NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) and Interested Industry Parties
FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE
Draft Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) Meeting – March 29-30, 2006
DATE:

April 21, 2006
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB JOINT INTERCHANGE SCHEDULING WORKING GROUP meeting 

March 29-30, 2006; houston, tx
draft Minutes
1. Administrative
Mr. Harshbarger welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Hansen asked that “Presentation on NERC/NAESB Coordination” be added to the agenda.  Mr. Sorenson moved to adopt the agenda as modified.  Mr. Blevins seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Sorenson moved to adopt the February 27-28, 2006 and March 9, 2006 minutes.  Mr. Blevins seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.    
2. NERC and NAESB Updates 
NERC Updates

Mr. Blevins said that NERC had received only a few sets of comments on the SRD for the Registry to date.  He added that the comment period ends on May 15th.  The group discussed comments from Integra on changing desk codes and the Registry allowing for a company to update its own information.  Mr. Hansen stated that the Registry should be modified to assume that entities use object identifiers rather than names.  He added that the software should use object identifiers rather than correlating by attributes.  

Mr. Blevins stated that the JISWG might also include the ability for users to request a reset of their password or an online feature to allow the user to access the information in a more timely fashion.  Mr. Hansen stated that NERC could work out these administrative issues.  
Mr. Blevins stated that companies outside of Mexico, Canada, and the United States were having difficulty in registering their company’s place of business on the Registry.  Mr. Hansen stated that companies should be under the NERC footprint to use the Registry.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that one of the initial steps to being in the NERC footprint was to register and that this would put a restriction on registering.  Mr. Blevins stated that additional input from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) might be needed in order to identify legitimate companies.  Mr. Sorenson stated that to do business in the United States, a company must file with the FERC.  However, he questioned what the necessary requirements were to do business in Mexico and Canada.  The group also questioned how to write in embargos against other countries.  Mr. Hansen stated that international considerations left many questions, but that the most important point was to make sure that companies doing business were legitimate. 
Mr. Blevins also discussed the removal of the MRD option from the Registry.  Mr. Kezele explained to Mr. Blevins that the section should remain for now, even if it was not used regularly.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he understood the MRD option did not exist as a recognized process anymore.  He added that protocol was filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) and never renewed; therefore the sunset provision had taken affect.  Mr. Hansen stated that he was not in support of including protocols in the standard that did not exist.  Mr. Blevins stated that he would check on the status of the protocol and report back to the subcommittee. 

NAESB Updates  
Mr. Harshbarger asked the subcommittee to consider whether the JISWG should submit comments on NAESB Recommendation R05001 (Amend WEQ R03013 to align coordinate interchange transactions with Version 0.)  He added that the recommended standard was set to go before the WEQ Executive Committee on May 9th.  Additionally, the JISWG would need to draft a Recommendation for R05018 (Revise the e-Tag specification to allow PSEs associated with a transmission segment in the tag optional approval rights) to be submitted to the WEQ Executive Committee for its August meeting.  

Ms. Kirby stated that the Standards Review Subcommittee (SRS) had begun a scoping document for R05026 (Thirteen proposed enhancements to Incrementally improve OASIS).  Mr. Sorenson stated that the NAESB Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) and the Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) were going to meet on April 5th in Houston, TX with the NERC ATC Standards Drafting Team to begin discussing the development of the ATC/AFC and CBM/TRM standards.      
3. Public Key Infrastructure (PKI)

Mr. Sorenson stated that three foundation documents for the standards were currently being drafted.  The first document was the PKI standards which were based in part on the NERC e-MARC draft standards.  Mr. Sorenson stated that one goal of this review was to determine if the JISWG was in support of what was currently under draft for this document.  

The second document will be the certification list, which the NAESB Certification Program Committee will be involved in.  He added that this will be a certification list based off of the standards above.  Entities will self-certify that they are compliant with the NAESB PKI standards.  

The third document is an end-entity declaratory document.  This document will reaffirm who the end-entity is and that they have completed certain checks and assignments before entering into transactions under a private key.  

The document Mr. Sorenson reviewed for the PKI standards is Draft PKI Standards Recommendation 3/28/06.  The group noted that the information in the summary portion of the recommendation should be included in the standards themselves.  He added that these standards would be stand alone business practice standards, but might also include a technical implementation guide in the near future.  Mr. Burden stated that the language contained in the summary portion of the Recommendation form might be included in an Executive Summary for the standard itself.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the standards were drafted with a commitment to openness and aligned with RFC 2527.  Mr. Sorenson asked if the standards should allow for classes in levels of security.  Mr. Hansen stated that the standard should say that to be NAESB compliant, a certain level of security must be met.  Mr. Sorenson and Mr. Hansen noted the topic of classes in security levels for further discussion.

Mr. Blevins stated that one comment received on the SRD for the Registry was whether or not PKI was necessary for Registry use.  The group noted that it was the intent of the JISWG that the Registry be used jointly with PKI standards.  

Mr. Sorenson stated that without a declaration by the parties to a transaction that affirmed their liability, the PKI standards would carry no weight.  This was the intent behind the inclusion of the end-entity declaratory document.  Mr. Sorenson questioned how unaffiliated entities should be provided for in the standards.  He explained that the first part of the end-entity agreement was similar to a license agreement.  He stated that the document should be revised with the intent to affirm the identity of the end-entity and to recognize their liability in entering transactions.  Mr. Hansen stated that the purpose of the document should be ensuring that non-legitimate companies are not entering into the transactions on the end-entity side.  

This JISWG stated that they were in support of the direction of the PKI standards development.
4. Review modifications to draft e-Tag Specification version 1.7096      
The group reviewed Draft E-Tag with edits by A.Mitreski.  Mr. Mitreski noted that his comments were provided in addition to comments already submitted by Mr. Harshbarger.  The group discussed the use of “implemented interchange” in the standard.  Mr. Mitreski stated that the definition for NERC “Implemented Interchange” was different from the definition used for “e-Tag” and “Confirmed Interchange.”  Mr. Mitreski stated that the transaction term “Implemented Interchange” was synonymous with markets and should therefore not be included in e-Tag.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that the standards at NERC utilize different technology and that perhaps the new updated terminology should be included in a user interface document until NERC completely redrafts the e-Tag Spec.  
Mr. Mitreski stated that passive approval was no longer in the NERC interchange standards but that the tool still provided for the function.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that drafting team for Coordinate Interchange at NERC did not want to default to passive approval.  Mr. Blevins stated that NERC was silent on this because the Interchange Authority (IA) could do passive approval if it thought it appropriate, but NERC did not want to require the IA to do passive approval.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that e-Tags in “limbo” should either be designated “dead” or moved to their final state.  Language was added to section 2.6.1.2 and 2.6.1.3 to note this change.
Mr. Blevins stated that the Spec would eventually be updated to reflect the newest standards on Interchange.  He added that the JISWG could be assigned that task.  Mr. Mitreski asked if the Spec should be noted to state that it is out of date with the NERC standards.  Mr. Blevins stated that he would note that the NERC Coordinate Interchange standards would go before the NERC Board of Trustees on May 2nd.  He added that it would become a task after the standard was adopted to update the accompanying tools.  

Mr. Harshbarger noted that there was a restriction in the standard to disallow adjusts to extend beyond 24 hours.  Mr. Blevins stated that this was a limitation in the EMS scheduling interfaces.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that there is nothing in the standards to account for this restriction and asked if it could be removed.  Mr. Fisher stated that the technical restrictions no longer existed and that it would be helpful to the industry to lift the 24 hour restriction in the Spec.   
Other changes were made to the draft e-Tag Specification 1.7096.  Changes can be viewed in E-Tag Spec with Redlines made during 3/29/06 Meeting and E-Tag Containing Acceptances and Redlines as of 3/30/06.

The group discussed potentially submitting a request to NAESB to make the e-Tag Specification into a standard.  Mr. Blevins stated that there were advantages to having the tool under the supervision of the Interchange Subcommittee at NERC.  He said that revisions to the tool could be made faster.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the tool needs to be enforceable, like Open Access Same-time Information System (OASIS).  Mr. Blevins stated that if the Spec became standard it would have less flexibility.  Ms. Kirby noted that it would most likely be determined that the request for standards on the e-Tag Spec would be done under the new process plan for NERC and NAESB for the drafting of joint standards.  She stated that after that process was complete and if the majority of the Spec became standard at NAESB, to change the standard would only require the submittal of a request.   
5. Presentation on NERC/NAESB Joint Standards Drafting Process 
Ms. McQuade reviewed NERC-NAESB Coordination Joint Standards Development Process as of 2/22/06 with the group.  She stated that the process had been approved by the NAESB Board of Directors and approved by Mr. Cauley, Mr. Cook, and Mr. Sergel of NERC.  Ms. McQuade stated that process was drafted because of issues of coordination that presented themselves during the drafting of the NERC Transmission Loading Relief Reliability Standards and NAESB Transmission Loading Relief Business Practice Standards.  She said that NERC and NAESB Executive Management would determine if joint standards development is needed for a NAESB standards development request or a NERC Standards Authorization Request (SAR).  If it is determined that joint standards development is needed, the NERC and NAESB drafting teams would meet jointly and discuss the standards jointly.  In addition, comments to the standards would be reviewed jointly.  She stated that the groups would not be closed, but allow for as many persons as wish to participate.  In addition, a provision was placed in the process for the joint publication of standards if determined necessary by Executive Management.  Ms. McQuade stated that the process could also provide for a delay in implementation of one standard until the other was complete.  For example, the TLR standards at NAESB are currently being held for filing with the FERC NERC has had an opportunity to review against their work products.  
Mr. Hansen noted that the standards drafting model at NERC should be revised to account for a delay in implementation contingent on a NAESB standard.  Mr. Blevins stated that revisions had been made to the NERC standards model.  Ms. McQuade clarified that NERC can publish the business practices that NAESB ratifies if NAESB and NERC Executive Management determine that joint publication is needed.  
Mr. Hansen asked if NAESB could write a standard to state the NERC e-Tag Specification should be followed.  Ms. McQuade stated that NAESB standards can reference other standards.  She added that modifications for the upkeep of tools are also being discussed by NERC and NAESB.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that language was already in the R05001 Coordinate Interchange Business Practice standards that said follow the e-Tag Specification.
  
The group thanked Ms. McQuade for her presentation.  Ms. McQuade noted that the JISWG should forward questions on the process through Ms. Kirby to her, as the process would most likely be used often by the JISWG.  
6. Review SAR for Market Operator Adjusts
Mr. Blevins noted that the SAR had been submitted at NERC.
7. Review and discuss draft NAESB standards requests for Emergency and Capacity Tags
Ms. Franz noted that although the Western Electric Coordination Council (WECC) was working on these standards, nothing had yet been submitted to NAESB.  Action on this item will be removed from future agendas until the request is submitted.  
8. Next Steps/Other Business

Mr. Harshbarger and Mr. Hansen noted that the JISWG should begin reviewing the NAESB and NERC Coordinate Interchange standards to look for necessary modifications to the e-Tag Specification.  PKI standards will be discussed during the April 25th conference call.  
9. Adjourn

Ms. Franz moved to adjourn and Mr. Sorenson seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus on March 30th at 11:54 a.m. Central Time.
10. Attendance
	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone
	Days Attended

	Aymond
	Clint
	Entergy
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Baisden
	Dan
	Southern Company
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Blevins
	Bill
	NERC
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Burden
	Christopher
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	Phone
	March 29 & 30

	Gonzales
	Angela
	NAESB 
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Fisher
	Brett
	Western Area Power Admin.
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Franz
	Marilyn
	SPPC/Nevada Power Transmission
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Hansen
	Jim
	Seattle City Light
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Harshbarger
	Bob
	Puget Sound Energy
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	McFadden
	Suzanne
	Puget Sound Energy
	Phone
	March 29 & 30

	Mitreski
	Aleks
	ISO New England
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	Phone
	March 29

	Sorenson
	Paul
	OATI
	In Person
	March 29 & 30

	Woods
	J.T.
	Southern Company
	Phone
	March 29


� Please see requirement 2 of � HYPERLINK "http://www.naesb.org/../pdf2/r05001_clean.doc" \t "new" �R05001 Coordinate Interchange Business Practice Standard (clean)�.  
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