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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) and Interested Industry Parties
FROM: 
David Huffman, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE
Draft Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) Meeting in Palm Beach Gardens, FL – January 23-24, 2008
DATE:

March 31, 2008
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB JOINT INTERCHANGE SCHEDULING WORKING GROUP 
January 23-24, 2008 – Palm Beach gardens, florida
Draft Minutes
1. Administrative
Mr. Hansen welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Mr. Vandervort gave the NERC anti-trust compliance guidelines.  Mr. West moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Vandervort seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted.  Mr. Hansen moved to adopt the meeting minutes for the November 15-16 meeting and Mr. Vandevort seconded.  The meeting minutes were adopted.  
2. Interchange Start-Time and Stop Time
Mr. Harshbarger noted to the group that during the e-Tag version 1.8 interoperability testing, it was identified that the interchange schedule start-time and stop-time could be interpreted as having two sets of different and distinct respective times.  One interpretation includes the ramp times and the other interpretation is a block schedule that does not include the ramp times.  Mr. Harsbarger gave the following example:

100 MW Interchange Transaction from 2-3 p.m. 

20-minute ramp 

JISWG Question:

What is the interchange transaction start-time and stop-time?

Is it 1:50 p.m. and 3:10 p.m.?

Or, is it 2 p.m. and 3 p.m.?

The group discussed the current e-Tag specifications that did not have an e-Tag “completed” end state.  Mr. Hansen stated an e-Tag has been completed once it has been implemented and ran its scheduled duration.  However, there is no indication of a “completed” end state.  Currently, the tag will stay implemented during an indefinite period of time.  The group discussed whether it would be helpful to add a “completed” end state after implementation.  The group ultimately proposed a “completed” end state as reflected in the diagram:
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The group also discussed the issue of an e-Tag termination state.  Mr. Hansen explained that after an e-Tag is terminated there is no current “terminated” end state.  Mr. Hansen asked the group if they believed if it would be helpful to add a termination state at the end of the termination ramp.  Some group members agreed, while others stated that so far this has not been an issue within the industry and felt no need to change the current system.  Mr. Hansen pointed out vendors have raised the question of a no termination state after the transition is implemented.  In the specifications, a change is needed so that the e-Tag transmission “time of termination” will match “time of start.”  Mr. Hansen stated the user will specify a rate that will be a function of “control area time.”  Mr. Hansen indicated that the “termination state” would be at the end of the ramp and would equal the termination time plus ½-ramp duration.  The group agreed to the proposed “terminated end state” as illustrated in the following diagram:
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The group also discussed the request from the Interchange Distribution Work Group (IDCWG):

“The IDCWG identified an issue with e-Tag Spec 1.8 regarding CANCELLATION and TERMINATION which can affect the IDC.  The IDCWG is seeking clarification from the JISWG, as well as a small change to the e-Tag 1.8 specification, as a means to resolve our problem.”

The group stated, after review of the IDCWG concerns, that it did not believe a change to e-Tag specification version 1.8 was necessary.  They noted the IDCWG concern was discussed during the development of the e-Tag specification version 1.8 development.  The group also noted that the e-Tag specification is clear in that once the final end-state is accepted, no further tag request can be processed and that once a tag is terminated and final, all further requests to modify the specific tag are rejected.

The group also considered the IDCWG concern for “out of sequence” tag orders.  The group stated that it did not matter when the tag orders are submitted but only when the tag orders are processed.  The group did note that it would consider the issue again and possibly add clarification when the JISWG begins working on the e-Tag specification version 1.8.1 during the next JISWG meeting [March 19-20, 2008].

No other discussion was noted on this topic.
One additional topic discussed was the e-Tag Security.  The group discussed transition of the e-Tag specifications to require a transport layer security (TLS) and reviewed the advantage of https (hypertext transfer protocol over secure socket layer) over http (hypertext transfer protocol).  They considered dates of June 1, 2008 or December 1, 2008 and agreed that either dates would be reasonable and achievable for transition.  Mr. Hansen remarked that a major consideration to be addressed is the management of entity http URLs (uniform resource locator) after the designated transition date.  Mr. Hansen suggested the JISWG contact each entity or have NERC send a letter to each entity explaining the purpose of the transition (greater security) and the transition dates.  The group agreed.  No further discussion was noted.  
3. TSIN Registry Transition from NERC to NAESB
Mr. Hansen remarked that NERC would transfer the Electronic Tagging Registry to NAESB by Autumn 2008.  In order to support transition of the Electronic Tagging Registry from NERC to NAESB, a request for proposals (RFP) will be developed and issued by NAESB for outside entities.  It will recommend how effectively and efficiently to implement the registry to NAESB.  Mr. Harshbarger commented that the JISWG would do a technical review on the Electronic Tagging Registry requirements.  Mr. Harshbarger and Mr. Hansen agreed to coordinate the JISWG technical review of the requirements document in accordance with the NAESB timeline.  

Mr. Hansen pointed out that the last document was revised on August 22, 2006 and may need to be revised.  He suggested the following issues, which need JISWG attention:

· Electric Industry Registry Request for Proposal (RFP) Process

· Electric Industry Registry System requirements document modifications

· Electric Industry Registry data approval process

· Electric Industry Registry funding

· Electric Industry Registry project plan

He commented that NAESB staff has agreed to assist JISWG with the discussion to ensure the NAESB legal and administrative perspectives are captured in the discussion. 

Mr. Hansen remarked that the JISWG will discuss, begin to review, and update the TSIN Registry Rewrite and System Requirements Document for technical accuracy.  The JISWG will also add any additional face-to-face meetings needed to meet the NAESB schedule. 
The group reviewed the EIR System Requirements Document.  The group added comments to the redline version of the EIR System Requirements Document.  In section 1.1 Requirements Overview Mr. Hansen added:

“The requirements provide a foundation for the reason the registry and its data contents exist.  This is a better method for organizing the data for the one of the target audiences (the user rather than the vendor) rather than just by category of data.”
Mr. Hansen also added the comment, “can’t update product codes for example” to section 1.1 Requirements Overview. 

Mr. Harshbarger asked what group would approve whether an entity is legitimate or not and who the ROs (Regional Operators) are and if they needed another round of industry comment on this.  The group did not believe they needed another round of industry comment at this time.  Mr. Sorenson commented that he would recommend the registry owner and vendor have the rights to remove an entity from the registry that does not pay the required amount.  The group discussed NAESB’s ability to fund.  Mr. Hansen commented that NAESB has means for funding the registry.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the group leave the issue of funding to the ESS/ITS subcommittee.  The group agreed. 
Under 1.1.1 Registry Identifier, Mr. Sorenson commented that the EIR must include all of the functional model roles and only certain functional model roles are required to register.  However, it must also be possible for any entity to register as performing a defined role.  The group agreed. 

Mr. Sorenson also commented on 1.1.5 Topology.  He stated that any element must be able to be mapped to any registered entity as the “approval entity.”  Many of the data elements included in the EIR will be under the control solely of the user authorized to enter data into the Registry and will require no data elements that would require authentication and the authenticating party.  The group agreed. 
For 1.1.5.2 Regional Reliability Organization, the group added “the registry must allow the registration of the electric reliability organization (ERO),” and that the “ERO will have a role in authorizing certain data elements (such as RROs).” 

For 2.2.2 Full Registry Publication the group commented that this notification must include support for unsolicited xml (SOAP method) documents sent to the entity who has registered for notification indicating that the EIR has been modified and a new one is available for download.  It must be possible for an entity to request the “changes since <date>” from the EIR and this would include any update or additions (including any changes to deactivation dates).  

For 2.12.10 Balancing Authority Adjacencies, the group commented that the Balancing Authorities (BA) must be allowed to deactivate.  Balancing Authorities are adjacent at specific points of interconnection (POI) and the EIR must contain BA adjacency information by POI impacted parties (who would approve). 

The group also changed all NERC references to NAESB.  

The redline version of the EIR was posted for industry comment and can be viewed at:

http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_jiswg012308a1_corrected.doc
No other group discussion was noted. 
4. Coordinate Interchange Timing Tables Standard Drafting Team
Mr. Hansen reported that the Coordinate Interchange Timing Tables Standard Drafting Team (CITTSDT) met to finalize the revision to the INT-005, INT-006, and INT-008 Interchange standards timing tables.  The CITTSDT made modifications to the timing tables in response to stakeholder comments and made a minor clarification to INT-006 Requirement R1.  He also noted, the drafting team is posting the revised standards INT-005, INT-006, and INT-008 for additional stakeholder comments to the timing tables from January 24, 2008 to March 8, 2008.  The announcement, standards revisions, implementation plan, and comment form are posted on the NERC Standards Coordinate Interchange  - Timing Table (Project 2007-14) website at:

http://www.nerc.com/~filez/standards/INT_Urgent_Action.html
There was no group discussion on this topic. 
5. NAESB Confidentiality Agreement
Mr. Hansen noted that the JISWG began the development of the proposed NAESB Confidentiality Agreement for Electric System Data by using the NERC Confidentiality Agreement as a reference document.  The group reviewed and modified the confidentiality agreement to incorporate non-disclosure requirements of electric system data.  The group determined to forward the NAESB Confidentiality Agreement for Electric System Data from JISWG to the NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and the Information Technology Subcommittee (ESS/ITS) for their review.  The modified NAESB Confidentiality Agreement can be viewed at:

http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its021108w5_corrected.doc
The group also discussed the proposed merger of the Interchange Subcommittee (IS) and the Joint Interchange Scheduling Work Group (JISWG).  The group developed a list of negative aspects and positive aspects of the proposed merger. 
Negative:

· The JISWG group works primarily on technical implementations and concentrates on this effort rather than standards revision (except for discrepancies, errors or omissions discovered in the process of technical review).  The consolidation with IS would add considerable workload that does not require the same expertise. 

· The JISWG is not a voting body nor does it require a quorum.  The JISWG, as a working group, generally works on tasks assigned to it by other groups or arising out of associated efforts then pass the assignment onto voting bodies for ratification or approval.  Consolidation with IS would either eliminate a voting body from NERC or require a restructuring of the existing JISWG.

Positive:

· Consolidation would reduce workload on overloaded NERC staff. 

· Increased participation by parties at the combined meetings. 

· JISWG currently has a heavy workload and the NERC IS has a light workload (only responsible for INT standards). 

· JISWG is a joint group and is currently responsible for making revisions to the NAESB Coordinate Interchanges Standards and JISWG members are currently working on the NERC Coordinate Interchange Timing Table Drafting Team.  Modifications to the NERC INT standards generally require coordination with NAESB Coordinate Interchange and this joint effort would be best achieved by JISWG.  

· Reduction in meetings and increased productivity. 

· Combination of technical and policy issues in one working group reduces inconsistencies between policy and technical implementation and that would reduce unnecessary standard revisions. 

· The issues addressed by both working groups require much of the same expertise and knowledge of standards and operations. 

The group had no further discussion but decided to address this further at future meetings. 
6. Schedule Preliminary Meetings for 2008

Next, the group reviewed and revised meetings for 2008.  These date were made tentative upon approval of the NAESB office.

· March 19-20, 2008, 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Central on March 19, 2008, and 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Central on March 20, 2008.  The meeting will be hosted by NAESB in Houston, Texas

· May 21-22, 2008, 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Pacific on May 21, 2008, and 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Pacific on May 22, 2008.  The meeting will be hosted by NERC in San Diego, California.

· July 23-24, 2008, 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Eastern on July 23, 2008 and 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Eastern on July 24, 2008.  The meeting will be hosted by NERC in Halifax, Nova Scotia.

· September 24-25, 2008, 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Pacific on September 24, 2008, and 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Pacific on September 25, 2008.  The meeting will be hosted by NERC in either Eureka, CA (first choice) or Colorado Springs, CO.

· November 12-13, 2008, 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Central on November 12, 2008, and 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. Central on November 13, 2008.  The meeting will be hosted by NAESB in Houston, Texas.
7. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 12:00 PM Central on Thursday, January 24, 2008.  
8. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	January 23
	January 24

	Clint Aymond
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Nick Browning
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Busbin
	Southern Co. 
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Cyrulewski
	JDRJC Associates
	Phone
	Phone

	Jerry Dempsey
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Hansen
	Seattle City Light
	In Person
	In Person

	Robert Harshbarger
	Puget Sound Electric
	In Person
	In Person

	David Huffman
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone

	Kristy Humphrey
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	Tim Kannel
	Minneapolis Consulting Group
	Phone
	Phone

	Mark Nielson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Andy Tritch
	Sungard
	In Person
	In Person

	Tom Vandervort
	NERC
	In Person
	In Person
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200 MW Schedule from 14:00-16:00


Implementation period from beginning of start ramp to end of complete ramp.  There is no current “completed” end state. 





200 MW





Proposed “completed” end state





14:00			        15:00			16:00





200 MW Schedule from 14:00-16:00


The transaction is terminated at 15:00.  At the end of the termination ramp, the e-Tag is terminated.  There is no current “terminated” end state.   





200 MW





Proposed “Terminated” end state
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