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Participants:

· Jay Britton, AREVA

· Randy Curtis, WAPA

· Alan McMorran, U. Strathclyde

· Curtis Crews, ERCOT

· David Brown, SNC Lavilin

· Mike Nazarek, PJM

· Dave Dieser, MISO

· Phongsak Yehsakul, AEP

· Paul Gerber, First Energy

Item 1:

Randy Curtis raised a question about the relationship between units and reactive capability curves. This is n:n in CIM, but 1:n in CPSM – and Randy has seen differences in the vendor realization of CPSM. Most applications only allow one curve per machine, but supporting an n:n seems the right choice as we may get to seasonal or derated curves. To satisfy export to apps, we will probably require something designating how to make a default choice.

n:n seems the right answer – Kurt says the CIM has added the default. But the CPSM profile still needs changing.

Action: Randy to review CPSM v2.

Item 2:

Existing model exchange testing has been defined around power flow. The scope of model exchange should be expanded beyond power flow to cover the full range of static model exchange needs.

Action: Britton

Check original use cases. If the actors are "reliability coordinators", is this different from the people trying to maintain EMS and Market models? Check NERC scope definition -- consider whether change in scope is consistent with NERC concept or should be a new profile.

Item 3:

Major issue: sense of the group was that incremental model exchange is very important -- what are the right use cases for incremental models? Better requirements needed to develop more useful specification.

Action: Britton

Distribute existing use cases.

Action: All

Review and contribute updated or new use cases for model exchange.

Item 4:

Should the working group take on the job of updating / maintaining the CPSM document?

Action: Britton – review with Kurt.

Item 5:

Naming.

Tabled pending broader discussion of naming.

Item 6:

It is important in model exchange to be able to identify equivalents and other forms of alternate representations of part of a network. CIM does not provide any help here at this time.

Action: unassigned

Put this into the CIM issues list if its not already there.

Item 7:

Should this group drive interop test planning? How should this group interact with the EPRI Interop tests?

Action: Curtis

Talk to Margaret and make a recommendation.

Item 8:

CPSM document has needed updating. Version 2 just issued by Kurt.

Action: All

Review and comment.

Item 9:

Better CIM tutorial material is needed.

Action: McMorran

Alan volunteered to distribute portions of his thesis that provide CIM introductory material.

Item 10:

Include ratings in model exchange scope. We need use cases for this and we will need to consider whether this is better treated as part of model exchange or a new interface.

Action: Nazarek, Dieser

Use cases.

Item 11:

Include contingency definitions in model exchange scope. We need use cases for this and we will need to consider whether this is better treated as part of model exchange or a new interface.

Action: Nazarek, Dieser

Use cases.

Item 12:

Include ratings in model exchange scope. We need use cases for this and we will need to consider whether this is better treated as part of model exchange or a new interface.

Action: Nazarek, Dieser

Use cases.

Item 13:

Include NERC flowgates in model exchange scope. We need use cases for this and we will need to consider whether this is better treated as part of model exchange or a new interface.

Action: Nazarek, Dieser

Use cases.

Item 14:

Include SDX bus numbers in model exchange scope. We need use cases for this and we will need to consider whether this is better treated as part of model exchange or a new interface.

Action: Nazarek, Dieser

Use cases.
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