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NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
Joint WEQ/RMQ BPS Meeting
Conference Call with Webcasting
December 18, 2025 from 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central
	
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. Ms. McKeever moved, seconded by Mr. Norton, to adopt the agenda as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition.
Mr. Phillips reviewed the draft minutes from the December 8, 2025 meeting with the participants. No changes were offered. Mr. Rahimi moved, seconded by Mr. Miller, 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_bps120825fm.docx 
2. Continue to Address WEQ Annual Plan Item 5.a / 2025 RMQ Annual Plan Item 2.b – 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, Collaborative Utilities Solutions had volunteered to submit workpapers and asked Mr. Coe and Mr. Hickman to review them.
Mr. Coe reviewed the Revised NAESB Terms for DER Registry and Relationships workpaper, providing an overview of each column. He explained that the Functional Requirement and/or existing definition column of the table listed relevant existing terms and definitions and emphasized use of NAESB terms and definitions, where possible, if aligned with the context of the role within the DER registry. He stated if there are no existing applicable terms, the Proposed Term/Definition column proposes a new term. Mr. Coe noted that the Roles column categorizes each functional requirement role within the DER registry into one of three different role designations: Agent, Approval, or Authority. He clarified that the Authority designation refers to the registry system itself and is therefore not assigned as a role for any of the functional requirement roles. He explained that an Agent designation means the entity would be responsible for entering the data into the registry while the primary responsibility of an Approver designation would be reviewing and approving data. Mr. Kathan asked about the Subscriber designation. Mr. Coe explained that a Subscriber would have read only access to registry data and would not enter data into the system. 
Mr. Coe stated that the Entity Registration Required column indicates if a particular functional requirement role is necessary for the DER registry to operate. Mr. Rahimi asked if the definition of entity refers to a company or can also include an individual.  He noted that the definition appears to exclude devices. Mr. Coe clarified that the table is reflective of the functional requirement roles for business entities. He stated that devices and aggregations would be captured in the registry but addressed separately and offered to revise the workpaper to create a separate table for registered data objects, like devices and aggregations. 
The participants discussed the new proposed terms and definitions under the Proposed Term/Definition column. Mr. Rahimi noted that the proposed definition for Device Owner/Operator does not account for situations in which the device owner and operator are different. He asked if the definition should require those roles to be treated as the same in all circumstances. Mr. Coe answered that within the registry, the device owner would usually be the operator. He explained that when a device is enrolled in an aggregation, the aggregator typically assumes the responsibility for functions that would be performed by the device owner within a registry. Mr. Rahimi suggested separating the Device Owner and Device Operator into distinct entities and clarifying that the default Device Operator is the Device Owner unless there is a different designation. The participants agreed. 
Mr. Brooks suggested replacing the descriptor “electrical energy” with “grid services” in the definition of Device, stating that the broader definition would better reflect the various services a Device may provide. He suggested, where possible, aligning definitions with the terms used in NAESB WEQ-025 Grid Services Supporting Wholesale Electric Interactions and REQ.30 Distribution Services Supporting Retail Electric Interactions. Mr. Coe agreed that the definition should be as broad as possible to avoid unintentionally limiting what would be considered a Device.  He asked if grouping services, such as capacity market service and energy market service, together under the single term grid service would add confusion. Mr. Kathan noted that grid services is not a defined term in the RMQ or WEQ standards and asked if the term should be defined. Mr. Rahimi stated that the wholesale electric market has historically referred to transmission services as ancillary services and that replacing with references to grid service may create confusion. He suggested the standards continue to distinguish between bulk power level and distribution level grid services rather than using a broadly defined grid service term. Mr. Coe suggested discussion on use of a defined term for grid services be deferred to a future meeting. 
Mr. Coe stated that the work paper proposes slight modifications to the NAESB defined terms System Operator and Market Operator to include “Bulk Power.” He explained that this change is to avoid confusion between distribution system and bulk power system roles. Mr. Rahimi agreed that distinguishing Bulk Power System Operator and Distribution System Operator could be beneficial, noting that these roles would likely fall under different regulatory jurisdictions. Mr. Coe stated that incorporating “Bulk Power” as part of the defined term for System Operator and Market Operator would require revisions to WEQ-000 Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Definition of Terms and asked how the participants should proceed. Ms. Trum stated that any proposed revisions to WEQ-000 Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Definition of Terms could be included as part of the recommendation developed by the subcommittees.
Mr. Brooks asked if use of the term Bulk Power Market Operator could unintentionally limit participation, noting that some utilities could be considered to function in a market operator role when deploying DERs to provide distribution level grid services. Mr. Coe stated that a utility’s actions to leverage distribution level aggregations to provide grid services would be more closely aligned with functions performed by a distribution system operator.  
Mr. Coe stated that NAESB and NERC use the same definition for Reliability Coordinator and that the NAESB existing defined term, Applicable Regulatory Authority, could be used instead of creating a RERRA term. He noted that FERC and NERC are not currently defined within NAESB standards. Mr. Rahimi asked if FERC and NERC need to be defined terms to fully capture all actors interacting with the registry. Mr. Phillips stated that FERC and NERC are referenced throughout NAESB WEQ Business Practice Standards and are included as acronyms within WEQ-000 Abbreviations, Acronyms and Definition of Terms.
The participants discussed the term Scheduling Entity and its definition. Mr. Brooks noted that entities performing OASIS scheduling functions may differ from those submitting bids and offers.  He asked if more granularity is needed in the definition to distinguish between these roles. Mr. Coe answered that while the OASIS transmission scheduling entity would not be included in the DER registry, a separate defined term may be needed if the current NAESB definition of Scheduling Entity only applies to wholesale market participation. Mr. Rahimi noted that the current definition for Scheduling Entity appears to encompass bulk and distribution level scheduling but may not be broad enough to capture other related functions, such as financial responsibilities. Mr. Ipakchi stated that there are emerging discussions regarding ways distribution systems may evolve, such as reserving or scheduling distribution wire capacity, and suggested these future developments be considered in the Scheduling Entity definition. 
Mr. Ipakchi noted that the Scheduling Entity and aggregator may be the same entity but that there could be distinctions between these roles.  He asked if there should be separate defined terms. Mr. Coe suggested defining an Aggregator as an entity aggregating DERs to participate or provide grid services at either the distribution and/or bulk power market operator level.  
Mr. Ipakchi asked if information regarding available capacity for DERs and aggregations would be included in the registry. Mr. Coe stated that that maximum capacity would be reflected but that the registry would not include operational or real-time functional data. He explained that the registry would capture aggregations, associated devices, responsible entities, and if the aggregation participates in distribution or bulk power programs. Mr. Brooks asked if the registry data should include resource capacity accreditation policies. Mr. Coe asked how this information could be tracked.  Mr. Brooks stated that the registry could identify the policy name but leave the definition up to the parties to determine. 
Mr. Rahimi asked if the registry would include identification of services an aggregation or DER is qualified to provide. Mr. Hickman stated that an aggregation’s qualification to provide specific services is determined by market rules and would not be part of the DER registry information but that the registry would provide information to assist in the qualification review, such as identification of DERs comprising aggregations, ownership, nameplate information, and specific grid locations. Mr. Coe noted that the registry is intended to be an administrative tool capturing an asset’s location, owner, and capabilities that allows asset information to be made available in a secure manner in accordance with regulatory requirements. Mr. Phillips stated that market obligations and qualifications to provide services should be separate from information housed in the registry. He noted that registry data may support attestations required for market registrations but that there should not be requirements for system operators to validate information provided by aggregators.
Mr. Coffin asked the download formats that would be supported by the registry. Mr. Coe stated that this is a technical detail to be addressed as part of a later step, beyond the scope of the workpaper. He noted that the workpaper focuses on the entity definitions and the participation requirements for the registry.
Mr. Coe reviewed the Registry Roles workpaper. He stated that the Entity column and NAESB Entity Registration column should only be taken as a suggestion and not as a requirement that must be implemented in the registry. He noted that the Entity column represents whether a role would need to be in the NAESB entity registration. He stated that certain entities, such as Registry Administrator, Device Manufacturer, Device Owner/Operator, Device Agent or Representative, would not be required to be a NAESB registered entity. He added that the remaining roles under the column would be required to complete the NAESB entity registration process to access the registry. 
Mr. Phillips asked if FERC, NERC, or other regulatory entities would be required to register in the DER registry. Mr. Coe explained that while FERC or NERC staff would likely want access to view registry data, the registry could provide a general regulator category instead of distinguishing each regulatory entity. Mr. Booe stated that FERC and other regulators have access to the NAESB EIR and a similar approach may be able to be used for a DER registry. 
Mr. Brooks asked if the DER registry would be open to the public. Mr. Coe stated anyone would be able to register a DER and broader public access may be needed for entities like research institutions and other interested parties that may want to access summary level data in the registry. He suggested deferring decisions until the scope of what information should be made publicly available is determined. Mr. Hickman stated that providing a way to access anonymous, summary level data without registration could be considered but that registration would be required to access customer specific information. Mr. Brooks proposed that first responders may also need access to DER registry information to obtain device location information during emergency situations. The participants agreed that first responder access should be considered.
Mr. Rahimi asked if there had been discussions regarding a formal definition for product in the Product Information column. Mr. Coe stated that the Product Information column identifies the actual DER device type and explained that the registry will include a standard list of device types from which to choose. He stated that the Device Information column refers to data on the installed DERs at individual sites and is entered by the Device Owner/Operator and Device Agent or Representative, with the Distribution Service Provider acting as the Approver for that information.
Mr. Coe stated that the Grid Information column refers to device location information and includes data such as feeder IDs and substation IDs that would be provided by Distribution System Providers. He noted that the Aggregation Information column represents the DER information for the devices in an aggregation. Mr. Brooks asked if the registry would identify the specific interconnection agreement associated with a Device participating in an aggregation. Mr. Hickman stated that the registry could include any information the industry deems necessary. Mr. Coe stated that an interconnection agreement could be attached to every DER within the registry. Mr. Rahimi asked if the registry could reflect assets that have interconnection agreements that allow for flexible connectivity. Mr. Coe noted that this could be included as a flag in Device information. Mr. Hickman clarified that the registry would distinguish distribution level DERs from transmission level resources and could include information on ISO/RTO market program participation requirements if a state requires that such information be part of the registry.
Mr. Rahimi asked if Aggregators would have access to all interconnection agreements in the registry. Mr. Coe stated that data access requirements had not been considered because the work paper was meant to illustrate functional roles and entity responsibilities in the registry. Mr. Hickman noted that the registry would be designed so that each data element can be individually secured with read, write, and view access. He suggested that the participants defer discussing data field requirements until there is consensus around the entities and roles within the registry. Mr. Brooks noted that the meter identifiers are often used to identify resources or assets.  He asked if a similar identifier would be used to identify a specific asset. Mr. Hickman stated that the registry would provide detailed information on specific assets to support the administrative need of entities roles. 
Mr. Hickman overviewed the proposed development process for the DER registry standard included in the Conceptual Approach section of the Revised NAESB Terms for DER Registry and Relationships workpaper. He explained that the DER registry standard could be modeled on the NAESB EIR standards that support entity registration with more technical details, such as for device registration, supported by functional specifications, similar to the NAESB Electronic Tagging (e-Tag) Functional Specification.  He explained that both business practices and a functional specification would help to enable a standardized device registry system capable of interfacing with various industry tools and providing entities with access to needed data. Mr. Coe stated that entity registration is needed to establish which entities are authorized to take actions within the DER registry and would be a prerequisite to registering devices and aggregations.
Mr. Hickman reviewed the Draft NAESB Registry Registration Standard workpaper. He explained that the document is based on the WEQ-022 EIR Business Practice Standards and intended to demonstrate the proposed overall approach of the DER registry standard. He noted that once the entity definitions and registry roles are identified, draft business practice standards for entity registration and a functional specification to support device registration could be developed.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Mr. Hickman proposed that participants refine the work paper to describe the entity registration concept and develop draft standard before creating a functional specification for device registration. Mr. Phillips agreed and stated that the current workpaper could serve as background material during an informal comment period. Mr. Hickman stated that Collaborative Utility Solutions can develop revisions to the work papers discussed during the meeting based on the participant feedback.
3. Identify Next Steps and Discuss Future Meetings 
Mr. Phillips stated that the subcommittees will continue to work towards developing a document that can be used to request informal industry feedback and gauge industry support or concerns. He noted that it may be helpful to include specific questions or topics for consideration by industry as part of the informal feedback request and encouraged participants to begin thinking about areas where information will be most beneficial for developing a finalized standard and a functional specification. 
Mr. Philips informed the participants that the chairs are coordinating with NAESB to schedule the first meeting of 2026 and will post the date once it is confirmed.
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:54 AM Central on a motion made by Ms. McKeever.
5. Attendance
	[bookmark: _Hlk158278348]First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Janice
	Bacon
	PacifiCorp

	Scott
	Beyer
	PacifiCorp

	Jonathan
	Booe
	NAESB

	Tanner
	Brier
	Bonneville Power Administration 

	Dick
	Brooks
	Business Cyber Guardian

	Scott
	Coe
	Collaborative Utility Solutions

	Don
	Coffin
	Green Button Alliance

	Shawn
	Grant
	CAISO

	Chris
	Hickman
	Collaborative Utility Solutions

	Ian
	Hoogendam
	PacifiCorp

	Ali
	Ipakchi
	OATI

	Regina
	Jang
	NAESB

	David
	Kathan
	Collaborative Utility Solutions

	Rebecca
	Kelley
	SSL.com

	Nadia
	Kranz
	PacifiCorp

	Darren
	Lamb
	CAISO

	Deborah
	McKeever
	Oncor

	Chris
	Norton
	American Municipal Power

	Joshua
	Phillips
	Southwest Power Pool

	William
	Porter
	NYISO

	Farrokh
	Rahimi
	OATI

	Jeremy
	Roberts
	Green Button Alliance

	Caroline
	Trum
	NAESB
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