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DRAFT MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Phillips welcomed the participants to the meeting. Ms. Trum provided the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder. Mr. Phillips reviewed the agenda. Mr. Coffin moved, seconded by Ms. McKeever, to adopt the agenda as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition.
Mr. Phillips reviewed the draft minutes from the February 3, 2026 meeting with the participants. No changes were offered. Mr. Coffin moved, seconded by Mr. Norton, to adopt the draft minutes as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition. The final minutes for the meeting are available through the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_rmq_bps020326fm.docx 
2. Finalize Proposed DER Registry Concept and Development of Supporting Standards Work Paper for Informal Comment to Address 2026 WEQ Annual Plan Item 5.a/ 2026 RMQ Annual Plan Item 2.a – Consider and develop business practices to support the integration of DER/DER aggregation registries by the industry
Mr. Phillips stated that during the previous meeting, the subcommittees discussed finalizing a draft concept paper to solicit feedback through an informal comment period. He noted that the concept paper should highlight the two-part approach and underlying concepts to help gather industry feedback to guide the next phase of development for the DER Entity Registry and appropriate NAESB Business Practice Standards. He reviewed the Draft Concept Paper and asked the participants whether any additional information should be included.
Mr. Phillips stated that the Introduction section is a high-level overview that highlights the subcommittees’ efforts initiated at the direction of the NAESB Board of Directors, the number of meetings held, the different perspectives reflected in past discussions, and NERC guidance and recommendations on collaborative DER information sharing. He noted that the section also clarifies that the purpose of the concept paper is to provide information that will be helpful for industry in responding to the request for informal feedback. 
Mr. Phillips suggested incorporating language to clearly reflect the proposed two-part approach to (1) create a DER Entity Registry and (2) develop NAESB Business Practice Standards. Mr. Kathan agreed that making this distinction would help the industry to understand that the approach consists of two steps. Mr. Phillips asked if anything else should be included or highlighted. No additional suggestions were offered.
Mr. Phillips gave an overview of the Problem Statement and Considerations of the WEQ and RMQ Business Practices. He noted that the current concept paper builds on previous work papers at a more conceptual level and outlines a two-part approach designed to provide a common framework and address interoperability challenges associated with disparate systems. Ms. McKeever stated that the considerations section reflects that the subcommittees’ work has been a collaborative effort by the participants and outlines how the proposed conceptual approach is consistent with the relevant guidance that has been considered. She noted that this is only a summary of the meeting discussions and does not replace the previously developed and reviewed work papers that remain part of the standards development record.
Mr. Phillips reviewed the Conceptual Approach for Proposed Solution section. He suggested that changes similar to those discussed for the Introduction also be made in this section to better distinguish that the subcommittees are proposing a two-part approach. Mr. Coffin suggested dividing the two parts into separate subsections and reorganizing the document accordingly. Mr. Coe agreed, noting that the language in the Introduction supports the inclusion of subsections. There was general agreement from the participants to add subsections. 
The participants discussed the relevant information that should be included under each subsection. Mr. Coe suggested removing Device Manufacturers, Device Owners, and Device Agents from the table identifying organization categories that may need to be supported in the DER Entity Registry. He explained that while these stakeholders could be identified or have data registered in DER and aggregation registries, there may not be a need to support these as registration categories within the DER Entity Registry. He noted that the other registration categories, such as grid operators, market operators, and reliability authorities, may require access to data beyond a customer’s own information and would be more likely to be subject to vetting processes to gain such access from the registry. Mr. Coe also suggested removing the Observer role, noting that it is unclear whether this role is needed. Mr. Phillips agreed that Device Manufacturers, Device Owners, Device Agents, and Observer should be removed, noting that these registration categories are more transactional in nature. Ms. Trum noted that one of the questions in the Areas of Needed Industry Feedback section asks which of the identified stakeholder registrations categories are needed, or vice versa. Mr. Coffin suggested including language stating that the listed stakeholders represent an initial set of entities that may be supported by specific registration categories in the DER Entity Registry and that additional registry requirements could be determined based on feedback. Mr. Coe agreed that any additional registration categories could be added based on industry feedback and the intent is not to presuppose the final registration categories in the concept paper.
Mr. Coe noted that the proposed DER Entity Registry would not include DER data and that the DER Data Role column was not intended to describe entity administrative functions. He clarified that the column identifies the roles related to managing DER data within the DER and aggregation registries. He asked how the NAESB Electric Industry Registry (EIR) operates, noting that the DER Entity Registry is modeled after the NAESB EIR and if the intent was for registered entities to be responsible for approving the registration of other entities in different registration categories, such as system operators approving aggregators. 
Ms. Trum explained that the NAESB EIR supports the registration of both entities and certain data objects, with the registration of some data objects requiring approval by specific entities based on the functional roles associated with the type of entity registration. She noted that entities registered in the NAESB EIR can view all registered data and that this information is made available via publications which feed into other systems, such as electronic tagging. Mr. Phillips noted that entities can self-register in the NAESB EIR and NAESB performs verification to confirm certain roles. Ms. Trum added that registration in the NAESB EIR requires a digital certificate for authentication and additional verification is required for specific reliability roles, particularly where coordination with NERC is involved. Mr. Coe stated that a similar approach would likely apply to the DER Entity Registry and suggested deleting the entire DER Data Role column because it is irrelevant for purposes of entity registration. Mr. Phillips agreed, noting that the column conflates the registration of entities in the DER Entity Registry with data access or management roles in the DER and aggregation registries. Mr. Coffin stated that including more information than necessary in the concept paper could create confusion between the function of a DER Entity Registry and the DER and aggregation registries. Mr. Phillips asked whether any participants is opposed to deleting the column. All participants were in favor. 
Mr. Coe asked whether the scope of developing NAESB Business Practice Standards included standards for the DER Entity Registry or only DER and aggregation registries. Mr. Phillips confirmed, explaining that the scope includes developing NAESB Business Practice Standards for both the DER Entity Registry and the functional registry data sets to support interoperability among registries through a common information model (CIM).  Mr. Coe stated that this is not clearly reflected in the concept paper, noting that the current language could be interpreted as focusing only on the development business practices for DER and aggregation registries. Mr. Kathan suggested clarifying that the intent of developing NAESB Business Practice Standards includes defining the processes and technical requirements to support interoperability between both existing and future DER and aggregation registries. Mr. Phillips stated that the chairs could develop revisions to the language to better clarify the intent. 
Mr. Coe asked whether interoperability refers to communication between independent DER and aggregation registries or between the DER Entity Registry and each DER and aggregation registry. Mr. Phillips stated that there are two separate items. He explained that DER Entity Registry would need to be able to interact with DER and aggregation information registries, and the business practices for interoperability are meant to support data consistency to better enable interactions between DER and aggregation information registries. 
Mr. Coe asked whether NAESB intends to develop standards to support interfaces for direct communication among DER and aggregation registries. Mr. Phillips explained that a consistent approach to support interoperability among DER and aggregation registries could be achieved through different mechanisms such as the use of common data structures which would allow data to be easily transferred but may not require direct registry-to-registry communication. Mr. Coffin noted that the concept paper does not describe whether communication between registries is intended and how such communication would occur. 
Mr. Coe reviewed Diagram 1 and Diagram 2, noting that the diagrams outline one method to enable interoperability through a standard application programming interface (API). He asked if the NAESB Business Practice Standards should define a common set of functions that would be supported by all registries, including standardized APIs between the DER Entity Registry and each DER and aggregation registry, as well as for DER and aggregation registry implementations. Ms. McKeever noted this level of detail could be confusing and would go beyond general concept of the standards that has been previously discussed.  Mr. Coe explained that while an API could automate the entity registration process, the DER Entity Registry’s data requirements are relatively limited. He noted that the key functionality is ensuring that newly registered entities can be automatically recognized by DER and aggregation registries through a standardized interface. He stated that each DER and aggregation registry should support standard APIs to enable users engaging with multiple registries to exchange data in a consistent manner. Mr. Phillips reiterated that there are existing NAESB Business Practice Standards that support data interoperability without defining this level of detail, such as and the data templates defined for Open Access Same-Time Information Systems (OASIS).  Mr. Coe suggested that it would be helpful to include diagrams to help illustrate interactions with the registry.
The participants discussed the questions under Areas of Needed Industry Feedback. 
Mr. Phillips suggested rephrasing the questions to highlight the two-part approach and consolidating some of the questions to ask whether a centralized DER Entity Registry and the development of NAESB Business Practice Standards to facilitate interoperability could be beneficial to organizations and stakeholders across different segments of the electric industry. 
Ms. Berdahl noted that it would be helpful to retain the question asking whether the DER Entity Registry and the development of NAESB Business Practice Standards supporting interoperability could support broader integration of DERs and aggregations in the industry. She stated that this is a valid question because it focuses on whether the Entity Registry and Business Practice Standards would provide overall value to the industry in supporting DER integration, even if it may not be viewed as beneficial by individual segments.
3. Identify Next Steps and Discuss Future Meetings 
Mr. Phillips stated that the WEQ/RMQ BPS Chairs will work with NAESB staff to incorporate the revisions discussed during the meeting into the concept paper. Mr. Coffin moved, seconded by Mr. Kathan, to authorize the Chairs to work with NAESB staff to make revisions to the document based on the meeting discussions and to post the revised concept paper as part of a request for informal comment. The motion passed without opposition.
Mr. Phillips proposed a three-week informal comment period. There was no objection from participants. Mr. Phillips stated the next meeting will be held following the conclusion of the informal comment period to begin review industry feedback. 
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 3:07 PM Central.
5. Attendance
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