From: Doran, Pat of IESO 
Sent: Sunday, October 23, 2005 9:20 PM
To: North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB)
Subject: Comments on Draft Systems Requirement Document (SRD) for Registry
The IESO would like to offer the following comments on the draft registry system requirement document:

· The IESO requires the ability to participate in the registry without OASIS participation (as today).  Nothing will preclude the ability to participate in either E-Tagging or OASIS.  Simply asking everyone to register regardless of application.  
· Ensure restrictions are in place to prevent a commercial entity from accessing any sensitive security type information (covered in 1.1.3) Appropriate access controls will be in place for all entities or users accessing the Registry.  
· On page 9 paragraph 4 there is mention of supporting current Etag code requirements, but relaxing other restrictions. It is not clear what is meant by this statement. It may refer to relaxing the structure rules, or simply the ability to repeat an Etag code as long as it is unique at that point in time. Needs to be clarified.  The intent was to remove the restriction that the E-Tag code consisted of the entity code plus a one to two character “desk code” as well as the ability to repeat an E-Tag code as long as it is unique at that point in time.  This will be clarified in the document (Paul Sorenson).  The E-Tag entity code plus desk code is what is being referred to. 
· This suggests that the registry could be a repository for all digital certificates.  Placing certificate information in the Registry was suggested as a convenience for data mining certificates issued but is not intended to be the ultimate source of this data.  
· Would this require 24/7 service in case of certificate issues?  If all digital certificates are stored in the Registry (yet to be determined) this data is for informational purposes only and does not change the requirement for certification authorities to maintain on-line repositories and certification revocation lists.  The certification authority is the ‘owner of record’ for all certificates issued.  
·  Would this allow access from different locations (backup center, remote testing facilities)?  Use of certificates in electronic transactions requires reference to the certification authority issuing the certificates not to the Registry. 
· Would this registry have availability from a disaster recovery site?  Degree of redundancy to the certification authorities’ information is up to that Certification Authority (CA).  
· Section 1.1.6.1 states that the Eastern, Western and ERCOT synchronous interconnection should be defined. Should TE be defined as well?  We will add Trans Energy as a synchronous interconnection.     
· Would this information be accessed via the various applications as well as via a stand alone interface (i.e.. would I still be able to view a registered PSE in Etag without leaving the application)?  We would expect the application to have the Registry already loaded and any other features would be functions of the applications and not of the registry.  
· Section 1.1.6.6. discusses registering control zones for IDC modeling. The level of interdependence between applications and the registry should be established. It may not be wise to require a registry change prior to a software/model change in an individual application.  The degree to which the Registry includes application specific, e.g. IDC, is up to the industry to decide.    
· Section 1.1.7.1 discusses having flowgate information contained within the registry. The ability to construct flowgates on the fly must be retained within IDC as it is extensively used by some entities, particularly MISO.  The degree to which the Registry includes application specific, e.g. IDC, is up to the industry to decide.    Inclusion of flowgates in the Registry would be up to NERC, IDCWG and DFWG. 
· Section 1.1.7.1.3 states that the registry should contain seasonal flowgate limits. This would be a new requirement, as we post the current flowgate limit to the CRC, but IDC does not make use of any limits. Is there much value in sending seasonal values? This information was requested specifically by PJM to provide a standard mechanism used to exchange this information between entities participating in a Joint Operating Agreement.  Would there be an issue with exceeding the posted value, or issued TLRs at a lower than posted flow value? This is to be determined by IDCWG.  There is also a request to submit LTE and STE limits for the appropriate flowgates. This implies a much more involved interface with the registry them updating data twice a year. There will be a cost for infrastructure to provide up to date data. This cost was one of the major downfalls of option 3 in the IDC Granularity White Paper.  This is to be determined by IDCWG.
· Overall, there are some good benefits to having most of the data discussed it this document in one place. The ability for the IESO to see the boundaries of a balancing entity or the footprint of a RTO is desirable. It may well be a step foreword for one stop information shopping. However, we need to be careful about over dependence of other systems on such a tool.   It was envisioned that applications would load the pertinent portions of the Registry and not depend on real time direct access to the Registry when using this information. 
Pat Doran 

Manager – Market Facilitation

