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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

TO:
NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG), NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS) Members, and NERC Transaction Information System Working Group (TISWG) Members Participants and Interested Industry Parties
FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE
Final Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) Meeting – June 23-24, 2005
DATE:

June 30, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group Meeting
June 23-24, 2005
FINAL Minutes
1. Administrative
Mr. Harshbarger welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the meeting and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Sorenson requested that the following item be added to agenda item #8: “e-Tag question or concern on 24 hour limit to curtailment.”  Mr. Gumm requested that “discuss new standards request on displacement with right of first replacement” also be added to the agenda under item #8.  The revised agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Sorenson moved to adopt the May 2-3, 2005 minutes, and Mr. Gumm seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  
2. Review of Revised Mission and Scope
Mr. Harshbarger stated the NAESB WEQ Executive Committee (EC) had approved the JISWG Mission and Scope by notational ballot.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that the approved version of the document was located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg062305w1.doc.  Mr. Blevins stated that this version had been approved by the NERC IS as well.  
3. System Requirements Document (TSIN Registry)
Mr. Harshbarger clarified that the Systems Requirement Document (SRD) was being developed for R04037.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he had begun the review and revision of the TSIN Registry document to prepare the SRD.  He stated that he had deleted table details but kept functional definitions.  He asked for input on what should be represented in the SRD in terms of e-Tag path validation.  
Mr. Sorenson explained that after the data was added to the registry, the functional specifications would need to be edited to ensure the process of validation by the registered entities.  Mr. Hansen stated that one Scheduling Entity (SE) per POD/POR segment was efficient and effective.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that one item to note in validation in the use of Registry data was the assumption that there is only one SE per transmission tag.  He added that comments would be appreciated if a participant disagreed with this point, or had any additional clarification.  

Mr. Hansen stated that a method should be included to validate Balancing Authorities (BAs) that are shown adjacent to the tag or adjacent to each other.  Another point of validation noted was to   ensure that a Point of Receipt (POR)/Point of Delivery (POD) pair is valid for the named SE.  The group discussed different path names for the same POR/POD pair.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the OASIS would discern this situation.  Mr. Hansen stated that this problem was also addressed by identifying adjacent PORs.  Mr. Harshbarger asked how to table and register the same point that has different names.  Mr. Sorenson asked if the document should state that Transmission Provider (TP) upstream POD is legal for downstream POR.  The group also discussed source to TP POR and sink to POD for the same type of upstream/downstream validation.  Mr. Hansen noted that a point should also be included that fragments would not be included in the registry – a BA must have a correlating entity.

Mr. Sorenson stated that SRD will deal with content and procedure.  He added that the technical specifications already handle structure and management.  The group discussed what entity would manage and maintain the registry.  Mr. Blevins stated that the group should include a timeline and validation goals in the SRD.  Mr. Hansen stated that a generic process for notification and approval could be executed that was synchronous.  Mr. Blevins asked if timely responses to emails were an issue.  Mr. Hansen stated that each entity should be responsible for making sure their email address is correct.  Mr. Harshbarger added that the email contact or notification address should be clearly defined, rather than a list of multiple contacts.  The group discussed the inclusion of tacit approval.  Mr. Blevins stated that an email notification could be sent to NERC staff when a timing deadline for email response had not been met.

The group discussed the process of developing business practices and OASIS Standards and Protocols related to R04037.  In addition, the group discussed potential NERC reliability standards.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the group could post their work product for informal comment periods at NAESB.  Mr. Sorenson took the action item of completing the first draft of the SRD.  The group discussed scheduling a conference call for mid-July to review the work product.  (Please see “Next Steps/Other Business”).         
4. Update Registry Information for OASIS Nodes 
Mr. Blevins stated that there are OASIS Nodes in service that are not listed on the registry and some listed that are no longer in service.  He stated that the NERC IS had discussed how to keep this data accurate, and had recommended it as an agenda item and task for the JISWG.  Mr. Blevins stated that accuracy on the registry also pertained to Purchasing-Selling Entities (PSEs).  Mr. Sorenson stated that standard 3.1 of FERC Order 638 (page 34) pertained to accuracy on the registry.
  He added that corresponding NAESB OASIS Business Practice Standard 3.1 deals with entity registration as well. 
  He explained that the business practice states that registry updates must be performed within 30 days of a change in information, and that if an entity fails to do so it will be marked for expiration 30 days from the anniversary date. 

 Mr. Hansen stated that to monitor compliance, a complaint needed to be registered with the FERC.  Mr. Blevins stated that the group should draft a letter explaining that registry information should be kept up to date by entities.  He added that the letter should reference the FERC and NAESB compliance standards.  
Mr. Harshbarger stated that entities to be removed from the registry for information not updated, may no longer be in existence.  Mr. Blevins stated that a check would be completed by NERC staff.  Mr. Harshbarger added that those entities that have not paid the required $100.00 annual fee for registration should be removed.  Mr. Yeung questioned if removing entities also dissolved their ability to remove tag obstruction.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the process should include a clause where if an entity paid the fee, their registration status was reinstated.  The draft letter on registry compliance, was completed by the group.  Mr. Blevins stated that the NERC IS would review the letter and NERC would distribute it if approved.  
Mr. Sorenson noted the following three part proposal to be included in the SRD for the registry: 1) registration revisions are required at a certain time; 2) if the revisions are not completed, then an entity can be deactivated; and 3) the standards will allow for a collection of fees to defray administrative costs.  Mr. Sorenson clarified that it would be the registry administrator that would collect a fee.  
Ms. Rehman stated that part of the information was difficult to update, such as the registry of non-standard attributes and the inclusion of curtailment standards if you do not utilize those at NERC.  Mr. Blevins stated that comments on any difficulties in submitting this information should be forwarded to NERC staff.  He added that the registry process was outlined in the FAQs letter at http://reg.tsin.com/doc/RegistrationDocument.doc.  Ms. Rehman added that instructions were also included on the registration first person source and sink, and also on a hot button on TSIN.com.       
5. Review of Prioritized List of e-Tag Enhancements
Mr. Harshbarger reviewed “Draft Request – PSE e-Tag Approval Rights” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg062305w2.doc.  He stated that several sets of comments had been submitted on the draft request.  He reviewed the “NE ISO PSE comments on PSE e-Tag Approval Rights” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg062305w3.doc.  Mr. Mitreski questioned if a PSE would be aware that its reservation was being used.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the PSE would be on the approval list so they would be aware.  Mr. Stone stated that there was not an automated way to verify and that it was not built into the e-Tag requirements, but that it was part of the PSE’s responsibility to find out.  Mr. Sorenson stated if an entity was the TC and there was a reservation, the Transmission Provider should verify that correspondence.  Mr. Stone stated that the energy owner does not have to be the transmission owner and the transmission owner should verify that the contract is owned by the Transmission Customer (TC) listed.  The TC should state what is a valid use of its contract.  Mr. Blevins questioned what would happen if a TC did not actively monitor and their OASIS number was misused.  Mr. Mitreski questioned whether it then became the responsibility of the TP to verify transactions.  Mr. Sorenson stated that with the draft request, a standard would be placed in the NAESB process to establish that the TC listed has rights to review and deny if the entity that created the tag should not be allowed to use that reservation.  

Mr. Hansen stated that the ISO New England comments took this issue to the OASIS level.  The group discussed potential issues of misuse.  Mr. Sorenson stated that a demand could be made that OASIS validate transactions.  Mr. Hansen stated that this was not part of the standards request.  Mr. Stone stated that mapping TC codes to PSE codes was not a precise exercise.  TCs have multiple desk codes and OASIS only has the entity codes.  Mr. Sorenson stated that a standard could be written to proscribe the PSE as not the holder of the rights but the borrower of rights.  The PSE listed would be the entity using the transmission and the reservation represents the rights.  Mr. Hansen stated that this was also the topic of a new and different request.  

Mr. Harshbarger stated that many entities utilized the e-Tag as the record of transaction.  Mr. Hansen stated that on the OASIS node the entity that purchased is the entity that has the transmission number in the system.  Mr. Sorenson stated that in current e-Tag requirements, a TP, a TC, and a reservation number are required.  Mr. Blevins stated that there were no approval rights for the TC and that this standards request added those rights.  Mr. Mitreski stated that this did not solve secondary market issues.  

Mr. Hansen stated that ISO New England had commented that OASIS backfilling was not part of this standard.  He added that the back posting should be part of another standards request.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the backfilling portion of section 10 of the request was deleted.   The group discussed that the approval rights and options of the PSE’s should be identical to those of Generation Providing Entities (GPEs).  In addition, the group included a sentence that the status of PSEs would be set to passive approved.  PSE’s must exercise denial rights actively.  (All changes made to the PSE e-Tag Approval Rights draft request during this meeting can be viewed in “Revised Draft Request PSE e-Tag Approval Rights – Redline [6/23/05]” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg062305a1.doc.)   

The group reviewed “IS Participant Comments on PSE e-Tag Approval Rights” located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg062305w4.doc.  Mr. Sorenson stated that under the draft request, the entity borrowing the rights is not arranging the schedule with the TP.  He explained that this was not the place in which title was being exchanged.  Mr. Sorenson added that enforcement issues would be addressed by the FERC.  Mr. Blevins added that because the title was not being turned over, there was no corresponding posting on OASIS.

Mr. Hansen stated that changes made in accordance with ISO NE comments addressed comment #2 of the IS.  
The group addressed comment 3 of the IS.  Mr. Hansen stated that if a PSE actively approves then the TP has some indication that the TC is aware of the transaction.  The group revised section 4 of the draft request in accordance with these comments.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the estimate for the TSIN Registry already included Transmission Rights Owners and therefore part 6 of the draft request required no additional changes.  He added that the backfilling portion of the request had been deleted.

Mr. Sorenson stated that in relation to the last comment of the IS, the recommendation for the draft request should attempt to mitigate any potential delays in the approval process.  

The group agreed that revised draft request was ready to be submitted to NAESB.  
Mr. Hansen stated that item 2 of the “Prioritized e-Tag enhancement list” was now part of the SRD for the Registry.  He added that the group would develop these provisions along with the SRD and that if it was determined a separate standards request was necessary, the group would submit one.  

Mr. Hansen stated that he had reviewed several of the items with members of the RTO/ISO community to determine if there was any interest in the JISWG submitting requests for standards development or a Standards Authorization Request (SAR).  No interest was stated in the development of item 3 as a standards request.  RTO and ISO participants had stated that market adjustments were not always timely enough and that reliability adjustments to e-Tags were utilized.  The JISWG agreed to delay action on this item until a request for standards development was received.  Mr. Hansen stated that the same result applied to item 4, 5, and 7 of the prioritized list.

Mr. Hansen stated that item 6 covers the transmittal of reserve information in the tag in order for all entities to be aware of who has the reserve carrying capabilities.  No interest was expressed for a standards request by the RTO and ISO participants.  He added that the WECC IS/AS was working on standards related to item 6 and that the JISWG should hold this item for further discussion.  Mr. Hansen stated that this particular item was reliability and that the JISWG should review it with the NERC IS and OC.  Mr. Hansen stated that the next IS meeting was August 23, 2005.  
The group also discussed possible standards request on capacity dynamic emergencies.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the e-Tag could carry the value after the hour and well as note any changes.  Mr. Hansen stated that the JISWG should try and list and develop standards requests or SARS for all changes noted for e-Tag and tagging.  Mr. Gumm stated that tagging should be changed to allow it to work up to 60 minutes.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that there is an emergency tag NAESB standards request.  He added that it asked for the functional specification to be revised to allow for tacit approval in 5 minutes regardless of submittal time.  Mr. Hansen stated that many of these items were being developed into standards in the West.  He added that these items would be further discussed at the August 30-31 meeting and it would be determined if a NAESB standards request was needed.  

Mr. Hansen and Mr. Harshbarger stated that they would take item 8 as an action item to the WECC IS/AS meeting to determine what merchants thought about defining standards for market time fragment assemblers.  Mr. Gumm stated that he would also discuss the item with the Market Interface Committee of the WECC.  

Mr. Gumm and Mr. Blevins will discuss the item with the NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS) and the IDC Working Group (IDCWG) and develop the item into a SAR to be submitted as a work paper for the August 30-31 JISWG meeting.  
The group delayed action on item 10.  Mr. Hansen and Mr. Harshbarger listed an action item to contact Mr. Rodriquez for a presentation on the item at the August 30-31 meeting.
Mr. Gumm stated that item 11 was on the agenda for the WECC Real Time Scheduling Working Group.  Mr. Gumm stated that the group would discuss how this would be done, as well as when it was appropriate, if ever, to remove the ability to actively deny a reliability adjustment.  Mr. Gumm will discuss the groups findings at the August 30-31 JISWG meeting.           
6. PKI  
Mr. Blevins stated that the IS had determined at their last meeting to support the PKI initiative.  He added that the IS had commented that they believed the issue to be commercial and therefore should proceed through the NAESB process.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the PKI Steering Committee could not pass the certification policy developed.  With assistance from NAESB, they had created a certification policy that participants supported.  He added that the web of trust was the preferred method of certification.  Mr. Hansen suggested that each participant should choose their own certificate and each participant choose their Control Authority (CA).  Mr. Sorenson stated that similar issues were being discussed by the Certification Program Committee (CPC) at NAESB.  He added that an update from the CPC would be informative and beneficial to the JISWG.  He stated that the papers and processes developed by the CPC could lend important guidance on the matter to the JISWG.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that PKI could be initiated in two stages: 1) the roll out of server side and; 2) the roll out of client certification.  He asked the group whether the server side should be implemented immediately, or whether it was best to fast track the client side and implement the phases together, or close to.  

Mr. Hansen stated that it was best to move in phases and proceed with server side implementation.  He added that server side would initially support both sides.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the phases be included in one standard with a timeline for implementation.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the group should determine what parts to e-MARC were critical for successful implementation.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the actual request for PKI, R03007, was to apply the developed standards to OASIS.  Mr. Blevins questioned how the standards would be written if there were NERC requirements included.  Mr. Hansen stated that the request for standards was assigned to NAESB and the group would proceed with development of a NAESB recommendation to a standards request.  

Mr. Sorenson will continue to develop the recommendation with the assistance of Mr. Stone.  Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Kirby will inform the JISWG at the August 30-31 meeting as to the status of certification policy in the CPC.  Mr. Blevins will review the recommendation, when completed, with the IS.     
7. Discuss Development of Cost Benefit Analysis for full IA functionality
Mr. Blevins stated that the IS had assigned the development of a cost benefit analysis for full Interchange Authority (IA) functionality to the JISWG.  Mr. Blevins stated the analysis would assist the IS in determining if the move to a full IA would be beneficial and effective.  Mr. Blevins stated that a task force at NERC had drafted a white paper on IA functionality and he would have the paper posted for the next meeting.  He added that an implementation task force at NERC had listed three recommendations for IA functionality.  He stated that one of the recommendations was to implement the policy if a cost benefit analysis showed it to be cost effective.  

Mr. Blevins stated that a presentation on the IA functionality would be given at the next NERC Operating Committee meeting.  Mr. Hansen stated that the concept of having a single source of confirmed interchange has both reliability and some commercial impacts.  Mr. Harshbarger questioned whether the East supported changes in IA.  Mr. Blevins stated that there was no deadline for the submittal of the cost benefit analysis.  
Mr. Blevins moved that the JISWG begin the scope of the task the IS assigned on the development of a Cost Benefit Analysis on the Interchange Authority.  Mr. Mitreski seconded the motion.

Mr. Gumm stated that he required a better understanding of how the group would go about developing the analysis.  Mr. Gumm questioned if an analysis had been completed when the Interchange Coordinator (IC) was implemented.  Mr. Sorenson stated that one had not been done.  He added that the thought behind the concept was for one authority to have the ability to monitor e-Tags, loop flows, and manage congestion.  
Mr. Hansen stated that the group could develop an analysis that did not contain actual dollar amounts, but rather was done at a high level and included estimates.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the group was a standards development working group and should be developing standards.  Mr. Hansen and Mr. Harshbarger agreed.  Mr. Blevins stated that NERC would provide needed resources to assist the team.  Mr. Gumm stated that he could discuss the use of an IA with his Real Time Scheduling Working Group.  

Mr. Hansen stated the following amendment to the motion: The JISWG will prepare a high-level cost benefit analysis for the IA.  Mr. Blevins and Mr. Mitreski accepted the amendment.  The amended motion passed by consensus.  Mr. Hansen and Mr. Harshbarger will begin the development of the cost benefit analysis.  It will be posted for the August 30-31 JISWG meeting.
8. Next Steps/Other Business  
Update on NERC Data Disclosure Requirements
Mr. Blevins stated that the group has discussed tag dump data and the release of the information at the May 2-3, 2005 JISWG meeting.  He added that NERC was developing a new disclosure agreement and that the 8 day time period before data was released would be included.  

e-Tag question on 24 hour limit to curtailment
Mr. Harshbarger stated that currently in the e-Tag functional specifications, an adjustment can only be made for a maximum of a 24 hour profile.  If the tag is for two days, two different adjusts must be made.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that a possible standards request could be to allow for one adjustment for e-Tags that are over 24 hours.  
Mr. Hansen stated that there were commercial considerations if a curtailment was made.  He added that it might be more effective to limit the time and have the markets make market level adjustment.  Mr. Sorenson stated that it worked to communicate the state of the market and allow for marketers to make adjustments before a curtailment.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that schedules several days or weeks in the future did not need to be cut if the problem was occurring over the next hour.  Mr. Hansen stated that perhaps limits should be placed on how far forward a cut could be made.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the Salt River Project had experienced problems with this 24 hour limit.  He stated that if SRP continue to see the issue as a problem, they should submit a SAR.  Mr. Gumm and Mr. Hansen will discuss this issue with the WECC IS/AS at the next meeting.  Mr. Gumm will also discuss this with the Real Time Scheduling Working Group.  The group will discuss the issue at the August 30-31 JISWG meeting. 
Discuss standards request on displacement with right of first replacement
Mr. Gumm stated that an issue had arisen over how to communicate to a firm transmission customer over OASIS that a competing offer had been submitted and how do you offer them first refusal once the S&CP has been confirmed.  He added that in the current S&CP the option is not available to notify a confirmed customer of a competing request that they must match or exceed.  Mr. Gumm stated that the more this type of information should be open access.  Mr. Gumm asked that the item be put on the agenda of the August 30-31 JISWG meeting. 
A conference call was scheduled for July 15, 2005 to review the Registry SRD.
9. Adjourn  
Mr. Mitreski moved to adjourn and Mr. Gumm seconded the motion.  The group adjourned by consensus at 11:45 a.m. Central on June 24, 2005.

10. Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In Person/via Phone
	Days Attended

	Baisden
	Dan
	Southern Company
	via Phone
	June 23 & 24

	Blevins
	Bill
	NERC
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Goins
	Larry
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	via Phone
	June 23

	Gumm
	Bert
	Idaho Power Co.
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Hansen
	Jim
	Seattle City Light
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Harshbarger
	Bob
	Puget Sound Energy
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	McPherson
	Taryn
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	via Phone
	June 23 & 24

	Mitreski
	Aleks
	ISO New England
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	via Phone
	June 23

	Sorenson
	Paul
	OATI
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Stone
	Larry
	Soft Smiths, Inc.
	In Person
	June 23

	Szot
	Lisa
	California ISO
	via Phone
	June 23

	Thomason
	Angela
	NAESB
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Tritch
	Andy
	SunGard
	In Person
	June 23 & 24

	Yeung
	Charles
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
	June 23


� Open Access Same-Time Information System and Standards of Conduct, Order No. 638, Docket No. RM95-9 et al 90 FERC ¶ 61,202 (Feb. 25, 2000). 


� NAESB Open Access Same-Time Information Systems (OASIS) Standards - WEQBPS-001-000, NAESB WEQ Business Practice Standard No. 3.1
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