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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:
Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and Information Technology Subcommittee and Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
David Huffman, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Conference Call Final Minutes of ESS/ITS Subcommittee Meeting – February 25, 2008
DATE:
February 29, 2008
Joint ESS/ITS Meeting

February 25, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
Conference Call  
Final Minutes
1 and 2.
Opening Remarks/Administrative 
Ms Otondo opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Ms. Otondo, Mr. Wood and Mr. Sorenson were present as co-chairs of the meeting and Ms. Otondo and Mr. Wood facilitated the meeting.  Mr. Huffman read the antitrust guidelines.

The group reviewed the agenda and made no changes.  Ms. Otondo moved, seconded by Mr. Saini to adopt the agenda.  The motion passed without objection. 
3.
Review of Electric Industry Registry System Requirements Document -Presentation by P. Sorenson, OATI of the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group of   
Mr. Sorenson reviewed the work paper EIR System Requirements (Registry specs).  Mr. Sorenson read the table of contents for the document occasionally commenting on the topics.  He commented that Chapter 2 (he did not discuss Chapter 1 Introduction) addressed general concepts, registry process and procedures.  He commented that Chapter 2 contains, among other things, Administrator Base Data, Entity Identifier types (like D-U-N-S), Entity Role Type (BA, LSE, ASP).  He commented that Full Registry Publication would likely follow xml and web services protocols.  He also noted that the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group debated but ultimately decided to have no backward compatibility.   
Mr. Sorenson commented that an entity can have different identifiers and one or more active affiliates, and these affiliates should be defined.  He suggested other things should be tracked such as affiliation unrelated to transmission and a need to track market monitors (Mr. Sorenson pointed out that with splits and mergers, the entity code may or may not change but this would need to be monitored).  Mr. Sorenson gave an example where a university may be issued an identifier, without being affiliated, in order to access certain data for research.  

Under 2.9.1 Application Services, Mr. Sorenson commented that applications, which support OASIS, may be registered and there may be other applications that can pull information from the registry.  Ms. Rehman asked if the provider would be removed in order to add its own attributes.  Mr. Sorenson responded “no.”  Ms. Rehman then asked who would handle the approval.  Mr. Sorenson responded that someone who has rights over that particular attribute would handle the approval.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the registry is being designed to flag anything that requires third party approvals.  He stated that it would be an option to flag anything that would require third party approval, but the approval function would not be mandatory.    
Mr. Sorenson commented on 2.13.1 Topology Information, the purpose of which is to track the identity and authority of the operator.  The topology information will also allow the registry to track contract paths between transmission providers.  Mr. Sorenson noted, as he completed his review, that this was a summary of the registry and the group will be provided more specifics in the upcoming meetings.  
No other discussion was noted on this topic. 

4.
Continue discussion on NITS (Network Intergration Transmission Service) Transaction Concept Paper submitted by P. Sorenson  
The concept paper addresses NITS requirements in Order No. 890 for OASIS.  Ms. Rehman asked that the scope be reviewed, and added that request for “network services” was from an old recommendation presented in 2005 and titled R04006E.  
Ms. Rehman commented that Mr. Sorenson’s original work paper (NITS Concepts) was presented in February 2007.  On the scope discussion, it was raised whether the group should broadly address all of NITS on OASIS and Order No. 890.  Mr. Saini commented that the February 2007 document was a concept paper designating network resource.  He suggested the group start with the NITS OASIS concept (the February 2007 document) and then consider any additional issues the group should address.  Ms. Otondo suggested the group review Mr. Sorenson’s document and decide Order No. 890 items and those not in Order No. 890, which was the approach to be followed.  Mr. Wood commented that the group could work on OASIS without redeveloping it.  Ms. Otondo commented that the development issue was between a broad approach or a narrow approach (strictly Order No. 890).  Ms. Otondo suggested the group return to Mr. Sorenson’s February 2007 document and make sure Order No. 890 is addressed and make needed changes and then address network services.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that to support Order No. 890, the FERC requires NITS on OASIS and that it is in the pro-forma tariff.  The group determined to start with Mr. Sorenson’s document from February 2007 and the NITS Concept model from November 2007.   

Mr. Sorenson raised concerns that NITS may not fit into point-to-point services and that he did not want to redesign OASIS but only make needed modifications.  The group acknowledged his concern. 
Mr. Pritchard commented that NITS should be expanded to include the non-firm service network.  The other group members agreed.  Ms. Otondo stated that the group could approach the Executive Committee to ask for more time if they needed it.  The group acknowledged her comment.  Mr. Davis noted that this issue was not deadline driven but that they should discuss the timeline with Ms. McQuade.  The group acknowledged Mr. Davis’s comment.  Ms. Rehman asked the group if the broad scope approach would take longer than three months.  Ms. Otondo responded that the group should work with a broad scope and adjust the timelines as needed.  The group agreed with Ms. Otondo.  
Mr. Sorenson next reviewed the NITS Displacement Concepts power point presentation with the group.  On the first slide, Ms. Rehman commented that the term “contract” was not appropriate and “application” would be more specific.  
Mr. Sorenson brought up the slide #2.  Mr. Sorenson commented that the data requirements are for submission so the transmission provider may assign and match load to forecast and point of delivery.  He stated that there should be load forecast availability, more than likely to be public information.  
Mr. Sorenson brought up slide #3.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the “Identity” is for a particular load and there is a limitation on how much can be delivered into this resource.  He stated it needed to be a specific resource for a specific load.  Mr. Sorenson asked if there is a point-to-point delivery constraint to every pair of resource and load.  Not all systems may accommodate this requirement.  
Mr. Sorenson brought up slide #4.  Mr. Sorenson commented that the “Base Information” was a sum of priority of “Name Source.”  He stated a “Description” would be needed.  Mr. Sorenson was unsure whether “Type” should be discussed and left a question mark to indicate later discussion on this issue.  Mr. Sorenson stated that in the “Generating Control Area” there is little leeway for swapping point-of-receipt.  Mr. Sorenson stated that “Unit Size” has a time profile that should be modeled.  Mr. Sorenson commented that “Designated Capacity” is megawatt over source as a function of time.  He stated that “Re-dispacth Cost” would be confidential.  

Mr. Sorenson next brought up slide #5, Transaction Concepts.  Mr. Sorenson commented that the request for transmission does not become a “right” for transmission and this was an important distinction.  He stated that, as an example, it works like a bank deposit slip where the slip is not the actually the cash but only represents the cash.  He stated this is the process for the request for transmission. 

Mr. Sorenson stated that the transaction log (audit record of designations, undesignations, etc) should have the same information as the current NITS.  Mr. Wood stated that he agreed with Mr. Sorenson and that the DNR (Designate Network Resource) and the TSR (Transmission Service Request) have two separate processes and an ATC for each process.  Ms. Rehman asked if, during the designation process, there was a loss or gain of load then would it change the “bank account.”  Mr. Wood responded that it would change but other factors can change the account as well (Mr. Wood did not elaborate).  Ms. Rehman commented that any DNR has to represent a purchase (or your own generation) and if the load drops then the DNR drops as well and that some DNR will be larger than the peak load served.  Mr. Wood commented that varying the amount of load can be addressed through reservations. 

Mr. Sorenson brought up slide #6, Transaction Concepts.  He asked the group how are short-term requests addressed to accommodate firm and secondary economy purchases.  He used the following example to indicate that if, he has resource A but wants to use resource B, he can undesignate resource A.  He stated he could redirect on a firm basis path A and move to path B, but that ATC would have no relationship with A.  With the release of the non firm, he would have full rights on that DNR and any extra DNR could be sold to a third party.  He stated there is no requirement to the undesignated.  There was no group discussion on slide #6.  

Mr. Sorenson next brought up slide #7, Preemption and Competition.  He commented to the group that NITS is difficult and the current model and the templates should be modified.  Mr. Sorenson asked the group if they preferred the transaction-oriented system presented to the current rights-oriented system.  The group indicated they preferred the transaction-oriented system.  Mr. Sorenson commented that since the group would write the S&CPs, the group will define the protocol.  The choices for protocol are xml or csv.

Ms. Otondo asked the group to discuss formation of a NITS task force.  She stated that the ESS/ITS group would not meet until April.  She asked the group if they believed a NITS task force should be created and if so should the ESS/ITS subcommittee provide guidance.  Mr. Gilbert asked if the task force would provide the technical design.  The customer would drive technical design.  The first step of the task force will be to define the business requirements. The task force will decide, for example, the question of contract or application but would not address new concepts.  The task force should consider alternatives, which it would then develop, and bring to the subcommittee.

After discussion, it was determined to use a task force to bring work products to the subcommittee.   
To add meeting efficiency, it was decided to have one-topic task force meetings.  The subject of the first meeting is business needs.  Ms. Franz proposed a motion, seconded by Ms. Rehman, which stated, “the scope of NITS on OASIS will be broad for determining business requirements.”  There was no opposition and no abstentions so the motion passed.  

Mr. Skiba noted that the group would address both Order No. 890 and R040060E, which is included in the broader scope.  
Ms. Rehman moved, seconded by Ms. Otondo, that the first issue for the task force be to determine business needs for network services on OASIS.  There was no opposition and no abstention so the motion passed.  
The group decided on the following task force meeting dates in March:

· Monday March 3, 2008 conference call

· Monday March 17, 2008 conference call

· Monday March 24, 2008 conference call

Ms. Otondo added that each company should have Mr. Sorenson’s NITS Concepts document, which they could use to answer questions and then submit these questions to the task force.  Ms. Otondo noted that the questions submitted to the task force should not be limited to what each person would prefer to have on OASIS but also include the information to be collected from the customer.  

The following items were added to the parking lot document:

· Review Paul Sorenson’s power point document from November 2007

· Designation and undesignation of resources and loads 

· Forecasts issues
· Determine transmission providers needs including ATC calculating, auditing / tracking, billing integrity

· Initial applications requirements and process (evaluation, studies, queuing, status, deposit/ queue time)

· Granularity and timing of information submitted 
· Determine network customer needs including understanding of processes and ease of use, confidentiality (masking)

· Transparency for other market participants 

· Secondary network service issues   

  There was no further group discussion on this topic.  
5.
Other Items and Business
No other business was discussed. 
6.
Next Steps/Future Meetings
The group determined the following meetings (for the task force only):
· Monday March 3, 2008 conference call 2-4PM Central 
· Monday March 17, 2008 conference call 9-11AM Central 

· Monday March 24, 2008 conference call 10-12AM Central 

7.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:58 PM Central by consensus.
8.
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