Electric Industry Registry (EIR)

Comment Form


Respondents

	Number
	Name
	Organization

	1. 
	Raymond Vojdani
	Western Area Power Administration, Rocky Mountain Region (WACM Balancing Authority)

	2. 
	Lisa Wildes
	Gila River Power, L.P./Union Power Partners, L.P./Entegra Power Group, LLC

	3. 
	Nicole Minogue
	Entergy

	4. 
	Michael J. Pfeister
	Salt River Project

	5. 
	Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su
	Progress Energy

	6. 
	Becky King
	Chelan County PUD

	7. 
	Linda Knee
	We Energies Marketing Function

	8. 
	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Power and Nevada Power Companies

	9. 
	Ken Keels
	SERC

	10. 
	Kristy Humphrey
	Bonneville Power Administration - Power Business Line


There are additional comments that were received but not incorporated (Brian didn't get them)
Question 1

The entities noted in Section 1.1.2 of the System Requirements Document (SRD) will be used to establish the roles of parties registered to perform specific functions. An approval of all registered entities would be handled by the Registry administrator before an entity will be inserted into the Registry. Are the entities types listed in section 1.1.2 the complete list of entity types or are other entity types required by your organization?

Raymond Vojdani – Agent Provider could be added to the list, i.e. a BA providing TSP services on behalf of a TSP via contractual agreement.  Thus, one to many relations should allow one company to act on behalf of another company.  
Response:  Thank you for your comment.  This type of relationship is supported in the SRD as written.  The entity providing the agent service would sign up as the TSP providing the function for the specific TSP code.  
Lisa Wildes – These are all that would be required by our organization.

Nicole Minogue – Yes, the list of entities appears to be complete.  There are no additional entity types that we would add to the list.
Michael J. Pfeister – Yes

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – Yes

Linda Knee – Entities are complete for our organization's needs.

Marilyn Franz – I am not certain where this would fit in but often their is off-system generation that has an impact on how a control area needs to calculate what is being tagged off system.  Potentially adding an Impacted BA would add more granularity to the BA Code so the entity can receive a tag even though the Control Area is not a part of the off-system transaction.
Response:  You can accomplish this today by signing up as a TSP on the bus where the generator is delivering and directing the Merchant to include you in the path delivered from Bus A to Bus A and you as the SE.  Alternatively, you could use the control area PSE entity and direct the merchant to include the Control Area PSE in the Market Path (easier).
Ken Keels – I suggest you include ALL of the functions listed in the reliability standards so as to enable this registry to be, at a minimum, compatible with the registry of users, owners and operators of the bulk power system that will be monitored for compliance with the reliability Transmission Operator but in reliability standards TO = Transmission Owner and TOP = Transmission Operator.  These functions should be able to be mapped to new or different functions in the event the reliability standards change and the functions change.  Ideally, the functions would be the same as those listed in the reliability standards so as to avoid confusion.  Missing functions are Generator Operator, Generation Owner, Interchange Authority, Planning Authority (Coordinator), Transmission Planner, Resource Planner, distribution Provider.
Response:  All functions of the Functional Model will be addressed in the Registry.  The SRD will be revised.
Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 2

The topology requirements of section 1.1.6 of the SRD would allow for tag path validations upon creation of tags. This feature is being added so that physical segments would be created from an approved list of adjacent points thereby eliminating incorrect physical segments from being created. Are there other features that need to be considered in creating these adjacency relationships for Source/POR/POD/Sinks? Example :( Multiple transmission providers might be registered to offer the same path. This might necessitate relationships between POR/PODs and transmission providers.)

Raymond Vojdani – Validation of paths should not be a registry function, for it is the OASIS backend software which performs that function.  So, this requirement should be deleted for One: out of scope for this product, Two: Huge complexity it creates in initial registration of all possible paths.  The current tag validation based on POR and POD works fine and there is no need to add complexity of validating paths in each tag.
Response:  We believe that path validation is a problem in the current system and is leading to reliability problems.  Specifically, tags with invalid POR/POD combinations can be created and implemented then cut in real time or hour ahead or may actually flow.
Lisa Wildes – No comment

Nicole Minogue – Entergy agrees with the details of the topology requirements section.

Michael J. Pfeister – The registry should provide a way to establish valid TPs for every registered path. The host BA for the path should be provided a means of approving the registration of any TP on a path within their metered boundaries. Ultimately a tag author should be limited to this finite list for each path.  Also, it is a good idea to have one entity establish valid POR/POD names for each facility in order to eliminate variations that can occur with multiple TP's registering the same points. In WECC, this responsibility is given to the host BA for the facilities (entity whose metered boundaries encompass the facility). This type of provision will help reduce confusion (tag authors, BAs, TP's) by enforcing the use of precise, standard names.
Response:  The SRD does provide a way to verify that the TSP is valid for specific POR/POD's.  There will be a one to many relationship between POR/POD's and TSP's.  The specifics of how data in the Registry will be validated and approved have not been defined at this point, however it will be and it will include BA approval of POR/POD names and associated TSP's.
Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – I'm a little confused as to if there is going to be validation between paths (TSP,POR,POD and Sched Entity combination)and generating and sink balancing authorities.  I can see where adjacent (upstream and downstream) balancing authorities (listed as sched entities) on a transmission lines will be part of validation, but I don't see the tie in with the Gen and Load lines and source and sink points.  We think there should be. 
Response:  Yes there will be validation between TSP, POR, POD and Scheduling Entity combinations and the generating and sink balancing authorities and adjacent SE's and BA's.
Linda Knee – I see no other features needed other than putting the responsibility on the reliability organizations to create and maintain the valid paths in the registry.

Marilyn Franz – Dynamic Generation that is being laid off and being sent to the sink BA ned to be part of the topology.  Again Impacted BA for off system transactions needs to be a part of the topology.
Response:  See response to Question 1
Ken Keels – No Comment

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment
Question 3

Sections 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 2.2.2, 2.2.4, 2.2.7, 2.3.5, 2.5.1, 2.6, 2.7.1 of the SRD discuss digital certificate information that could be included in the Registry. Should PKI digital certificate information (such as OU, CN, certificate provider, etc…) be housed in the Registry? If so will the addition of these features be used by applications in your organization?

Raymond Vojdani – The whole concept of having PKI digital certificates and encryption seems to be an overkill.  Adding these requirements will complicate the registry process without any necessity.  Please remember that the current TSIN registry is working fine without any PKI requirements or complexity and associated cost for this addition.
Response:  We are not thinking of requiring PKI to access the Registry.  The SRD describes housing of PKI information in the Registry.  This information would be used for securing other applications such as E-Tag, OASIS, and EIDE.
Lisa Wildes – No
Response:  We are unclear if your answer was for one or both questions.
Nicole Minogue – If digital certificate information is added, Entergy would consider using it to get certificate details for OASIS administration.

Michael J. Pfeister – No Comment

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – Yes, that's fine and no we will not be using that info from the registry location for any of our applications.

Linda Knee – Yes to both questions.

Marilyn Franz – Yes - PKI digital certificate information should be housed in the Registry and with cyber security becoming more of an issue we will be happy it is there. 

Ken Keels – No Comment

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 4

Section 2.0 of the SRD describes the process and procedures applicable to entities within the Registry. The entity, affiliate and predecessor information included in section 2.3 and 2.4 is expected to help in maintaining continuity of functions and registration when organizations acquire or divest of certain business units. Are additional types of relationships required to track the types of business transitions?

Raymond Vojdani – No comment
Lisa Wildes – No
Nicole Minogue – No, there are no additional types of relationships that Entergy would need to track the types of business transitions.

Michael J. Pfeister – None identified.

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – No Comment

Linda Knee – None that I am aware of.

Marilyn Franz – None I can think of at this time. 

Ken Keels – In order to make this work properly it must be kept up to date. This will be a difficult task as change in this industry is constant.  Some form of cross-referencing in the database to link affiliates would be helpful.
Response:  Entity affiliate referencing is included in the SRD (see section 2.3.3 and 2.4.3).  You are correct in that the information will be continuously changing.  Unfortunately there are no requirements on entities to establish relationships between affiliate.
Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 5

Section 4 of the SRD establishes redundancy and availability specifications of the Registry. Are these requirements above, adequate or below your organization’s needs to support business functions?

Raymond Vojdani – The spec is adequate.
Lisa Wildes – Adequate

Nicole Minogue – The requirements regarding redundancy and availability are adequate.

Michael J. Pfeister – Adequate

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – Redundancy and test site must be provided to assist implementation and ensure system reliability 

Becky King – Adequate

Linda Knee – Looks acceptable.

Marilyn Franz – SRD redundancy and availability specifications of the Registry appear to be adequate and greatly needed.

Ken Keels – No Comment

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 6

What availability does your organization require of the Registry and what is the criticality of this to your organization? (Example: Normal business hours Critical and off hours Non-Critical or 24 by 7 and Critical etc.)

Raymond Vojdani – The registry is not critical to warrant 24 X 7 availability.
Lisa Wildes – Not critical as long as OATI has the info it needs.

Nicole Minogue – The Tagging information does not currently change often enough to require 24x7 critical support.  However, with the new expanded role of the registry, 24x7 critical support may need to be considered in the future.

Michael J. Pfeister – Normal business hours and download time Critical, all other off hours Non-Critical

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – Normal business hours - critical Off Hours - non-critical

Linda Knee – Normal business hours Critical and off hours Non-Critical - I'm assuming this means that we can acess the registry in the off hours to review and look up info., but additions, deletions and other changes would have to be done during normal business hours.

Marilyn Franz – Critical 24 by 7 - otherwise everyone is hampered due to time zone differences and registering should be available as needed.

Ken Keels – 24x7

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 7

Section 6.2 of the SRD establishes an online user’s guide as part of the user interface. Are there other enhancements to the user interface that are not included that would be beneficial. Example: (User account password reminder or automated reset feature where a user who does forgets their log information could receive help on accessing their account.)

Raymond Vojdani – User account password reminder is a very good idea.  Also, weekly e-mail to registered users describing any changes or any updates to the registry will be beneficial.
Response:  User Account activities (password recovery, reminder, and so on) are being addressed by another NERC security initiative that will affect all NERC tools.  The email notification of incremental changes would add a lot of complexity with little benefit.
Lisa Wildes – The example listed would be good.

Nicole Minogue – Account password reminder and automated reset features would be beneficial.  The ability to filter data by active/inactive or the user's ability to specify a date range to view would also be of benefit.
Response:  User Account activities (password recovery, reminder, and so on) are being addressed by another NERC security initiative that will affect all NERC tools.  The idea of filtering is a good idea; we will add this to section 3.0
Michael J. Pfeister – No Comment

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – No Comment

Linda Knee – We would definitely want the example provided. In addtion, if not already incorporated, the names and contact information of all individuals from each entity with update priveleges should be listed without having to log in.  Also, ERI Help Desk or Entity Administrator should have the ability to change passwords.
Response:  Due to confidentiality issues, this information will not be made accessible to people not logged into the system.  Additionally, the individual rights/roles internal to the system will not be exposed to users not authorized to see that information.  User Account activities (password recovery, reminder, and so on) are being addressed by another NERC security initiative that will affect all NERC tools.  
Marilyn Franz – Definitely need to have a mechanism in place to be able to retrieve a lost user login or password.
Response:  User Account activities (password recovery, reminder, and so on) are being addressed by another NERC security initiative that will affect all NERC tools.  
Ken Keels – Definitely need a password reminder feature.

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 8

Section 6 of the SRD describes the types of available documentation for the Registry. Are there additional documentation needs not listed?

Raymond Vojdani – Addition of FAQ would be beneficial.
Response:  Good Idea, we will add this.

Lisa Wildes – No
Nicole Minogue – Entergy supports the types of documentation outlined in the draft.

Michael J. Pfeister – None identified

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – Frequently Asked Questions can be collected to help new users, developers. Examples should be provided to assist application developers on interface and implementation. 
Response:  Good Idea, we will add the FAQ.  The examples will be added to the SRD training document.
Becky King – No Comment

Linda Knee – None.

Marilyn Franz – Sometimes an FAQ section is helpful to users as well as a search for the User documentation itself.

Response:  Good Idea, we will add this.

Ken Keels – No Comment

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 9

Section 7.0 of the SRD identifies the training needs of the Registry. Are there additional training needs not identified in the system requirements document?

Raymond Vojdani – The listed training is sufficient.
Lisa Wildes – No
Nicole Minogue – Entergy strongly supports the training proposed in the draft.

Michael J. Pfeister – No

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – Web based training for users and technical persons will be helpful.
Response:  We add WebEx training in the SRD for training in sections 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4.  Additionally, online documentation for User and API training will be available.
Becky King – No Comment

Linda Knee – This Registry is going to be used by many entities across the country, so there should be many training opportunities in many areas to accommodate everyone sufficiently.  The wording "presented in a variety of locations over a number of different days" doesn't quite emphasize the needs.  The potential vendors should be aware that there may be a need to add classes to accommodate the needs of users because of the diverse locations.  Also should provide CD's with Training material.  Provider needs to be aware that there will be a diverse skill level among users.
Response:  The SRD will be reworded to emphasize outreach. In addition, we will be adding WebEx to allow any interested person to participate in Training regardless of location.  Instead of providing CD's, all documentation and training material will be provided online for download.
Marilyn Franz – I find the training section pretty thorough. 

Ken Keels – No Comment

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 10

Section 2.2 4 of the SRD describes the backward capability of the new Registry. How long should backward compatibility be supported with the CSV and Access Database file formats of the TSIN 1.7 registry?

Raymond Vojdani – No comment.
Lisa Wildes – Not Applicable
Nicole Minogue – The 18 months proposed is reasonable to allow users to update processes and systems to use the new functionality.

Michael J. Pfeister – Capabilities to download the registry in CSV format should always be maintained.
Response:  Backwards compatibility of 18 months is provided to allow for migration to the new interface at a pace companies can budget for and achieve.  There will be functions and features of the new system that will not be added to the existing CSV interfaces.
Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – 1 Year

Linda Knee – This doesn't apply to us as merchant or a Market Participant of MISO.  We obtain this information in other formats from other entities such as MISO and ATC.

Marilyn Franz – 5 years.
Response:  Backwards compatibility of 18 months is provided to allow for migration to the new interface at a pace companies can budget for and achieve.  Extending this to 5 years would constrain functionality of the Registry and would not provide an incentive to entities to migrate in a timely fashon.
Ken Keels – No Comment

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 11

Section 1.1.7.1 through 1.1.7.1.6 of the SRD describes additional information that the Registry should contain in addition to the Book of Flowgates (BoF) data. NERC currently has a separate project to convert the current BoF into a web based application. Would it benefit the industry to move the BoF information into the Registry or should it continue to be managed as a separate tool? Would there be any problems for your organization in developing the BoF as a separate web application and then migrating BoF into the Registry for your organization?
Response:  This section will be pulled from the Registry due to an existing NERC project to migrate the BoF to a web based platform.  If the need to integrate the BoF with the Registry this will be included in future enhancements.
Raymond Vojdani – No comment.
Lisa Wildes – No Comment
Nicole Minogue – Entergy is not aware of problems that would be caused by developing the BoF as a separate application and then migrating it into the Registry.

Michael J. Pfeister – BoF is not a factor in WECC. 

Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – We are not a TP and have little knowledge in this area.

Linda Knee – As a merchant or Market Participant, we don't access this type of information through the registry.  We have no problems wioth migrating the BoF into the registry.

Marilyn Franz – N/A to my region. 

Ken Keels – No

Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 12

Are there issues for your organization involving the migration from TSIN 1.7 registry to the Registry that you wish for NERC to consider?

Raymond Vojdani – Parallel testing before full migration to the new registry.
Response:  The two registries will be run in parallel for a given period of time to allow entities to test against and migrate to.  Additionally, the backwards compatibility will be maintained for 18 months.
Lisa Wildes – We have considered changing one of our PSE codes to conform more closely with our recent name change - would it be better to do it now or would we more easily be able to make that change when moving to the new registry?
Response:  You can change this code at any time.  This change is registry independent.
Nicole Minogue – A) No length of time is given for how long data backup and storage, audit data or data needed for disaster recovery will be kept.  The requirements for the length of time necessary for record and data retention should be included in the document. B) User training and API training should be provided a few months in advance of implementation to allow for development efforts of the users and to allow users time to gather and input the registry data, where necessary. C) How often will the registry be created?  Currently a new Registry is generated daily.  The draft is unclear on how often the Registry is updated. D)An implementation plan should be provided with the next draft to show how long development of the new Registry is expected, and when training and implementation are expected.
Response:  For question A, see Section 4.7.  Also, the data internal to the Registry will be maintained according to the NERC Data Retention policy, currently indefinite.  For Question B, as part of an implementation plan NERC will make the training material available to the industry after site acceptance testing and a few months prior to implementation.  For Question C, NERC intends to validate data for the active registry on an ongoing basis and utilize the start dates for active records to coincide with the release of the Registry.  The publishing of the Registry is planned for nightly releases.  For Question D, NERC will be creating and publishing an implementation plan with the registry vendor.
Michael J. Pfeister – The implementation plan should include ample time for any required changes to scheduling software, tagging software, etc... 
Response:  NERC will be creating and publishing an implementation plan with the registry vendor.  The implementation plan will include a time for required changes to affected software.
Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – No Comment

Becky King – No Comment

Linda Knee – Section 1.1.2 refers to a third party approval or certification that an entity has been qualified to perform the "role" they are registering for.  I would expect that no entity that currently exists will need to be approved or certified in the roles they currently have.  The third party approval process needs to be fleshed out with more details.  I would expect that the existing TSIN information could be migrated into the new Registry and each entity can modify it to be more accurate and current without having to create it all from scratch.
Response:  The majority of the data from the current Registry will be migrated to the new Registry structure.  There is a current NERC initative to identify the industry participants that will be performing function of the Functional model and this data will be integrated with the new Registry.  The third party verification for roles will continue, but the majority of the primary roles have already been certified.
Marilyn Franz – No.

Ken Keels – The key element in migrating from TSIN 1.7 is to get the data updated and corrected where necessary.  Recent use of TSIN listings to identify possible companies and contact information as part of the NERC Organization Registration effort for NERC's Electric Reliability Organization application identified a significant amount of outdated and incorrect information.
Response:  As part of the implementation plan, NERC will work with the industry to purge invalid, incorrect, or inactive data.
Kristy Humphrey – No Comment

Question 13

Are there additional comments your organization has regarding the Registry or the system requirements document?

Raymond Vojdani – I applaud NERC's efforts for defining this data base.  I am also pleased to see that some additional functionality has been specified for the new registry, i.e. ability of a BA to add source and sink without a PSE registration, and ....  But, also concerned about unnecessary complexity regarding path registration and adjacency check out within the registry.
Lisa Wildes – There is one scheduling entity for each POR/POD pair as far as I know.  Would the registry support having this as an automated field on the etags whereby when you choose a certain POR/POD the scheduling entity drops in automatically - using the incorrect scheduling entity is probably the most common error on WECC tags.
Response:  The Registry will support this by having the download capability of the information contained within the Registry for the E-tagging system.
Nicole Minogue – No Comment
Michael J. Pfeister – 
1. It is unclear in Section 1.1.6.8 how unique combinations of TSP, POR, POD, Scheduling Entity, and path names is envisioned with respect to OASIS postings. OASIS postings may not respect Balancing Authority boundaries whereas tagging and scheduling must in order for BA's to meet NERC requirements. For example, a TP may hold rights on multiple adjacent paths that span 3 different BA's (A, B, & C).  They may post a path on OASIS using a POR in BA A and a POD in BA C. It appears that section 1.1.6.8 in the Registry Requirements Document would allow a TP to register this path as unique while ignoring the intermediate BA B. This scenario has been a source of conflict in the past when transmission customers try to tag a transmission allocation using the same POR/POD as the path they purchased on OASIS. The problem is that a tag will show interchange between A and C in this example when A and C may not even have an adjacent boundary. I would like to see this addressed at the registry level to prevent this type of conflict from surfacing at the tag approval stage. It should be dealt with at the tag author stage of the process.  
Response:  See Section 1.1.6.9 through 1.1.6.11.  The TSP must provide their customers with SE information for each POR/POD pair.  Additionally each RRO may define business practices or standards that require paths to be defined across single scheduling entities.  The registry has been defined to support additional validations as you described, but not necessarily force them on RRO's that do not wish to implement them.  Using the adjacency as defined in the SRD, an update to E-Tag should automatically validate the adjacency of the source, sink and the paths between.
2. The Source portion of the registry should include a field to identify each entity that has a dynamic schedule for a share of a given source. The dynamic schedule recipient would then have a means of calculating a net dynamic signal (dynamic signal minus tags for their share of a specific source). Some JOU owners have no metered boundary at the JOU or the adjoining switchyards and don't otherwise receive the desired type of schedules in their scheduling system. This lack of visibility inhibits the ability for some BA's to determine how much of their share has been "laid off" at the bus and how much they are receiving. A tagging solution is currently used as a work-around, adding 2-3 additional tag rows and using an entity as a BA in a location where they are truly not. This confusion and additional tag rows could be eliminated with a slight change in the registry for sources. Each registered source point name should have a place to register the GPE, Role, Association to control zone (which I interpret as the entity whose metered boundaries encompass the source), and Dynamic Schedule Recipient (only used for JOU's that use dynamic schedules). This type of provision will help reduce tagging confusion and provide a way for scheduling software to make this association and provide tags to a BA who has no other clean way to receive a tag and schedule.  
Response:  See response to Question 1 by Marilyn Franz.
3. There is quite a bit of language about the IDC. It seems appropriate to include some provision for the Unscheduled Flow Procedure used in the WECC. One item to consider is to provide a way to identify a source zone and the associated summer and winter Transmission Distribution Factors for that zone. Each source would be registered in a source zone and each source zone registered with a TDF.
Response:  In the WECC, the west wide model is currently under development for use by the RC's to address unscheduled flows in a more dynamic fashion.
Wayne Lewis/ Joann Su – Schema/Database model needs to be published and reviewed by application developers.
Response:  The Schema and API's will be published.
Becky King – No Comment

Linda Knee – No other comments.
Marilyn Franz – The SRD shows a great deal of effort and thoroughness in its development.  Cudos to those hard working individuals for putting this together.  I look forward to the new Registry and all the functionality it will add to the industry.
Ken Keels – Even if this Registry is solely used for business applications (tagging, etc.) it needs to be consistent with and compatible with a registry of users, owners and operators of the bulk power system as required under the ERO application and rules of procedure.  
Response:  NERC is working towards integrating all registered data to reduce and or remove any duplicative registration requirements.  This SRD is consistent with NERC's ERO registry development.
In addition, development of a centralized, universal reference system for the bulk power system is imperative to link NERC(ERO) uses with FERC, Dept of Energy, Energy Information Administration, and Dept of Homeland Security requirements.

Additional information elements needed include:

· Region and subregion identifier (in what region and subregion does the entity operate or own facilities

Response:  Region and Subregion relationships are included in the SRD.  The registry and the relationship between registry entities and topology are undergoing change as NERC moves to the ERO, the Registry will support the needed relationships between entities and topology.
· for certain entity types (transmission operator, balancing authority, reliability coordinator) there needs to be a designator to indicate if and when the entity was officially certified for that function.

Response:  This will be addressed by its included in the larger ERO registry, of which this registry is part of.
· Given the direction implied in recent comments by R. Sergel regarding the reliability standards compliance "registry" there may need to be an indicator as to whether the entity has approved its inclusion in the registry, or if it has challenged its inclusion in the registry.

Response:  This is a NERC policy issue and not a Registry SRD issue, thus should be addressed to NERC.
· if an entity performs a function but has delegated tasks to another entity, or if one entity covers certain functions for other entities (e.g., joint action agency) there should be an indication of such arrangement and a link to the other entity.

Response:  Entity to Entity relationships is described in the SRD.  JISWG will add additional text to clarify the Entity to Entity relationships, roles, and responsibilities.
· There needs to be the capability to have multiple contact persons and multiple authorized officers, at least one per function type, for each entity or the system must enable an entity to be listed multiple times in the registry with an entry for each function type.

Response:  This is currently supported in this SRD.  See Sections 1.1.2 and 2.6
· Registry should provide for multiple, flexible sorting options (e.g., list all entities of a certain function type, all in a certain subregion, all in a certain state, entities that perform multiple selected functions)

Response:  A section will be added on sorting and filtering.
· Some of the registry information needs to be accessible by the public or linked to a publicly accessible web site.  For example, a FERC staff member may wish to view a list of registered balancing authorities.  They should be able to view the list without having a secure password.
Response:  All data that is listed a public can be downloaded with out user login

Kristy Humphrey – In BA's where multiple GPE's or LSE'S can register the same source/sink points, the BA should ensure consistency in the naming convention used.  
Response:  Yes we agree, the BA currently have the authority to approve the source and sink point names.  
