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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. Ms. McKeever moved, seconded by Mr. Miller, to adopt the agenda as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition.
Mr. Phillips reviewed the draft minutes from the November 17, 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_bps111725fm.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, the participants discussed common use cases, data elements, the overall standards framework, and the requirements of various entities interacting with the DER registry. Collaborative Utilities Solutions volunteered to provide additional workpapers to support further discussions. Mr. Hickman explained that the NAESB Terms for DER Registry and Relationships workpaper he submitted was an updated version of the NAESB Terms for DER Registry submitted by Mr. Kathan. Mr. Phillips asked Mr. Hickman and Mr. Kathan to review the workpaper. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK15]Mr. Hickman provided an overview of the NAESB Terms for DER Registry and Relationships, explaining that the NAESB WEQ-022 Electric Industry Registry (EIR) Business Practice Standards served as the basis for developing the Relationships and/or Activities section in the workpaper. Mr. Phillips asked whether the participants were familiar with the NAESB EIR framework, explaining that the standards identify each functional role required to register in the NAESB EIR. He noted that adopting a similar approach for standards to support the DER registry would identify the entities required to register for each functional role, such as asset owners or operators participating in a utility program or regional transmission organizations or independent system operator (RTO/ISO) market. He further asked whether the Relationships and/or Activities section intended to propose the registration of all DERs or only those participating in aggregation. Mr. Hickman answered that further discussion is needed to determine whether the registry should include all DERs with interconnection agreements or only focus on the functionality to support registration of only DERs wanting to participate in aggregation. 
The participants discussed the Distribution Utility role under the Relationships and/or Activities section. Mr. Rahimi suggested expanding the definition, noting that some distribution utilities that could register in the DER registry would not be participating in an organized market under FERC Order No. 2222. Ms. McKeever agreed, noting that the definition should be broad enough to include utilities interconnected within Electric Reliability Council of Texas (ERCOT). Mr. Coe added that broadening the language would also allow utilities operating in non-market regions to be included. He suggested adding the phrase “where applicable” to the description for Distribution Utility to ensure all utilities are included and stated that he would make consistency revisions. The participants also agreed to add the phrase to the description for Transmission Company.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Mr. Hickman reviewed the remaining group categories, noting that the entity role names use the common terminology from the use cases framework and may need to be updated based on the agreed upon defined terms. He emphasized that the entity roles should be broad enough to encompass all types of DERs and market participants across jurisdictions. Mr. Coe explained this as the rationale for including a separate entity role for Scheduling Coordinator. He specified that the Scheduling Coordinator role is combined with the Aggregator role in some markets but treated as a distinct role in other markets, such as Texas.
Mr. Rahimi suggested replacing Scheduling Coordinator with Scheduling Entity, stating that Scheduling Coordinator is a term specific to California ISO. He explained that Scheduling Entity is a broader term that may better align with terminology for the described role across multiple markets. Mr. Kathan agreed that Scheduling Entity was the more appropriate term and stated that the distinctions for the specific defined terms for the listed entities would be addressed in the Definitions section. Ms. McKeever stated that more important than the term used to describe the entity roles, is ensuring the definitions are broad enough to encompass entities across jurisdictions. 
Ms. McKeever noted that the term RERRA would likely not be broadly applicable and suggested using Applicable Regulatory Authority instead. Mr. Hickman clarified that the definition for the term RERRA follows FERC’s terminology to describe entities responsible for local and state level retail regulatory functions. He noted that keeping the term as RERRA would be inclusive of local city governments and help ensure the DER registry can be used in regions without organized market structures or state-approved DER participation programs. Ms. McKeever noted that the definition, which describes RERRA as a “regulatory authority who controls the local/state retail functions,” may not accurately reflect its role. She suggested modifying the language in the definition to describe the role as entities that authorize local or state retail functions to be more accurate. Mr. Rahimi noted that the description of the RERRA entity role does not reference any actions taken by the regulators in support of coordination with ISOs/RTOs. Mr. Hickman suggested that participants may be better able to identify the actions each entity role is required to perform once there is agreement upon the defined term and definition that will be used within the standards.
Mr. Phillips noted that NAESB standards do not typically require regulators to take certain actions and suggested the developed standards focus on requirements for market participants, like the Distribution Utility or Aggregator, as opposed to regulators. Mr. Coe stated that the standards could establish that a registry should be supportive of the RERRA role and allow entities that meet the definition to register as such if the regulator wants to participate. Mr. Phillips asked whether the workpaper intended to broadly identify the roles to be registered in the DER registry.  Mr. Hickman stated that the work paper is intended to identify the entities with a functional role in the administrative processes for the various use cases that would need to participate in the DER registry. Mr. Phillips explained that for a DER registry to operate as a single source of truth, entities relying on the data need to have confidence that the registry houses correct and validated data. He stated participants will need to decide if a DER registry standard modeled on the framework used for the NAESB EIR should be used or if standards to support a DER registry should include more technical details, like the WEQ Business Practice Standards supporting electronic tagging and OASIS node interactions. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK12]Mr. Rahimi noted that some entities participating in the DER registry may need to have read-only access to the data. He asked whether distinctions for the potential capabilities that these entities may have with respect to the data access and control should also be defined. Mr. Hickman answered that the read-write access framework would be addressed after the entity role descriptions and defined terms and definitions are determined. Mr. Phillips agreed that Mr. Rahimi raised an important question, highlighting that the purpose of the workpaper is to establish the framework for the DER registry standards. He stated that once the entity roles and defined terms are established, it would guide subsequent decisions, such as access and approval controls. Mr. Hickman suggested that reviewing the Definitions section would help outline the entities required to participate in the DER registry and those with roles that allow participation but do not obligate them to do so. He stated that this would be helpful in deciding on a standards framework for the DER registry.
Mr. Kathan provided an overview of the drafting process for the Definitions section, explaining that he drew the defined terms and definitions from terminology used by NAESB, FERC, NERC, and other sources. He noted that he incorporated NAESB definitions to the extent that they aligned with the context of the role within the DER registry. The participants discussed the term and definition of Scheduling Coordinator. Mr. Kathan suggested using the term Scheduling Entity, as defined in the WEQ Business Practice Standards. He stated that Scheduling Entity would be broad enough to cover the intended role within the registry, regardless of the differing terminology used across ISOs/RTOs. Ms. McKeever agreed and stated that broader terminology should be used, where possible, to help avoid inadvertently excluding entities acting in similar roles across various jurisdictions.  
Mr. Chamberlain noted that local balancing authorities have a role in supporting the implementation of FERC Order No. 2222 within the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO) footprint and asked whether this role should be defined separately for the DER registry. Mr. Hickman stated that balancing authority was not included as a separate role because it did not fit within the administrative processes for the use cases. He asked whether an entity acting as a local balancing authority could also be categorized as a distribution utility or transmission owner. Mr. Chamberlain stated that there are nuances in the functions performed by local balancing authorities that are distinct from those of an entity acting solely as a distribution utility or transmission owner that may need to be reflected as a separate role in the registry.
[bookmark: _Hlk216452948][bookmark: _Hlk216453586]The participants next reviewed the term and definition for Asset Owner/Operator. Mr. Kathan noted that the WEQ Business Practice Standards include a defined term for Asset but explained that the definition may be too limiting for use in a DER registry. He suggested adopting the Common Information Model (CIM) term Device instead of modifying the definition for Asset. Mr. Coe added that within CIM, the term resource is used to represent DERs aggregated for use within a wholesale market and defined as one or more devices. He suggested that including a separate term and definition for Site would be helpful as this would establish that the Device must be tied to some physical location. Ms. McKeever asked if there is a need to define a separate term for Site or if the definition for the term Device should be revised to fully incorporate a description of a site. Mr. Coe explained that meter numbers and customer accounts for a Device could change but that tying the term Device to a separately defined physical location would serve as an invariable reference point for the device. Ms. McKeever noted that that the proposed definition for Site did not account for unmetered premises, such as streetlights or jurisdictions that permit individually owned meters, like in California. Mr. Coe asked if the definition should only reference the physical location. Ms. McKeever stated that many states use meter numbers as the second point of validation and proposed broadening the definition. The participants accepted the suggested revision and made the necessary changes.
Mr. Kathan reviewed the term and definition for Asset Agent or Representative, noting that a new defined term is likely needed to accurately reflect the role as envisioned in the DER Registry Framework. He recommended using the term Device Agent or Representative to describe third-party entities that act on behalf of Device Owner/Operators to register and manage Device data in a DER registry. Mr. Hickman explained that the concept was adapted from the Australian DER registry framework. Mr. Coe asked whether Customer Agent or Representative would be the more appropriate term, stating that agents could be acting on behalf of customers with multiple Devices. He suggested evaluating which term would be preferable based on whether the agent must act on an individual Device basis or if the customer can authorize one agent to represent multiple Devices simultaneously. 
Ms. McKeever asked what the registration responsibilities would be for the Device Agent or Representative. Mr. Coe explained that the Device Owner/Operator would be responsible for initiating the Device registration process in the registry and that the Device Agent or Representative would then provide the applicable Device data. Ms. McKeever stated that she preferred the term Device Agent or Representative and suggested revisions to the definition that would capture that the entity is authorized to act on behalf of the customer. Mr. Jewell asked whether a Device Agent or Representative would need to register in the DER registry to ensure that any information changes can be tracked to the appropriate entity. Mr. Hickman answered that Device Agent or Representative would be a registered entity role and that the registry would track who is making changes. He explained that the responsibilities or requirements for the entity roles do not need to be described in the definitions.
Next, Mr. Kathan provided an overview of the term and definition for the Distribution System Operator, noting that the term is not widely in use and there is no official definition in the United States. He explained that the European Union (EU) defines Distribution System Operator as having functions beyond those of a distribution system provider. He recommended using existing NAESB terms and definitions, such as Distribution Company or Distribution Service Provider, unless there is a specific need to develop a broader definition that is similar to the EU definition.
Mr. Coe stated that he preferred the term Distribution Service Provider to Distribution Company because it more accurately describes the entity's role. Ms. McKeever asked if the definition should be changed to identify the Distribution Service Provider as an entity rather than a role. Mr. Hickman noted that, because the defined term and definition are used in the NAESB WEQ Business Practice Standards, modifying the definition for the DER registry standard would mean that the modified definition would also be applicable to the other WEQ standards where the term is used. Ms. Trum noted that typically, subcommittees do not substantively revise definitions that could alter the meaning of a defined term used in other standards. She added that the participants could develop a new defined term similar to Distribution Service Provider if a differing definition is needed. Mr. Coe asked if the participants should consider creating Distribution System Operator as a new defined term to be used instead of Distribution Service Provider. Mr. Hickman noted that, where used, the term Distribution System Operator typically refers to an entity that has the responsibility for managing multiple distribution systems, which is a different concept than the entity role within a DER registry. He suggested using the existing term Distribution System Provider to avoid the potential for conflicting definitions for Distribution System Operator, should the concept gain wider use within the United States. Ms. McKeever stated the definition of Distribution Service Provider was likely developed to ensure the term captures entities across different markets and that using the term with its current definition would probably be sufficient to identify these entities for registering in the registry.
The NAESB Terms for DER Registry and Relationships as revised during the meeting is available at the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/member_login_check.asp?doc=weq_rmq_bps120825a1.docx 
3. Identify Next Steps and Discuss Future Meetings
Mr. Phillips stated that at the next meeting, the participants will continue reviewing the workpaper prepared by Mr. Hickman and Mr. Kathan. Ms. McKeever suggested that discussion on the remaining defined terms and definitions may be assisted if the two sections of the work paper were combined so participants could do a side-by-side comparison of the proposed defined term with the DER registry entity role. Mr. Hickman stated that Collaborative Utility Solutions will update the roles based on the recommended revisions and include Balancing Authority as an additional category for the next meeting. 
Mr. Phillips noted that the final meeting of this year is scheduled for December 18, 2025, and that he will coordinate with the other chairs and the NAESB office to set the 2026 meeting schedule.  
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 11:56 AM Central.
5. Attendance
	[bookmark: _Hlk158278348]First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Scott
	Barfield-McGinnis
	NERC

	Rebecca
	Berdahl
	BPA

	Jonathan
	Booe
	NAESB

	Tanner
	Brier
	BPA

	Tom
	Chamberlain
	Entergy

	Scott
	Coe
	Collaborative Utility Solutions

	Katie
	Davis
	BPA

	Shawn
	Grant
	CAISO

	Chris
	Hickman
	Collaborative Utility Solutions 

	Ali
	Ipakchi
	OATI

	Regina
	Jang
	NAESB

	Michael
	Jewell
	Collaborative Utility Solutions

	David
	Kathan
	Collaborative Utility Solutions

	Darren
	Lamb
	CAISO

	Brian
	Lowe
	PacifiCorp

	Deborah
	McKeever
	Oncor

	Darrell
	Miller
	Latitude Technologies, an ESG Company

	Joshua
	Phillips
	SPP

	William
	Porter
	NYISO

	Farrokh
	Rahimi
	OATI

	TaShundra
	Robinson
	Southern Company

	Charanya
	Suri
	NV Energy

	Caroline
	Trum
	NAESB
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