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1.  Welcome
Mr. Dison welcomed the meeting participants and asked them to introduce themselves.  Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust advice.  Mr. Dison requested that adoption of the minutes from the September 29-30 meeting be postponed until the next meeting so that committee members would have an opportunity to read over them before they were finalized.  There was no objection to this request.
Mr. Dison told the committee the main purpose of the call was to discuss proposed Section 10.7, to wordsmith the standard, and to finalize the recommendation for Redirect business practices if possible.  Mr. Dison said the committee was able to resolve the remaining major issues at the meeting on September 29-30.  Mr. Dison stated that if time allowed, the committee would review the proposed alternate Standards of Conduct recommendation by BPA.
2.  Request R04002 – Other OASIS 1A Enhancements – Redirects
· Discuss and Accept or Reject Proposed Section 10.7
The committee reviewed proposed Section 10.7 in the document titled Redirects Recommendation Strawman - Revised Sept. 30, 2004 located on the NAESB website at http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its100604w1.doc.  Mr. Dison asked the group if they wanted to include proposed Section 10.7 that Mr. Sorenson added during the meeting on September 29-30 in the Redirects recommendation.  Mr. Dison provided an overview of the proposed section and stated that the way the section is written, the transmission provider is not obligated to offer the service described in Section 10.7, but it the transmission provider may offer the ability to request a non-firm redirect that is similar to buy-out markets.  Mr. Dison emphasized that if this section were implemented, there would be no obligation on the part of the transmission provider but the transmission provider can provide this service if it so desires.

Mr. Harshbarger stated the wording of Section 10.7 should be stronger so that it will be clear that this section is indeed optional and will apply only to those transmission providers who have the capabilities to provide this service.  Mr. Harshbarger said the way the section was drafted it is not clear that it would be optional.

Mr. Mitreski informed the committee that though he would not have a problem with this section being included in the standard, he thought the industry had not had enough time to comment on this particular substandard because it was added at the last meeting.  Ms. Weathers stated she agreed that this section was a part of Mr. Sorenson’s comments and was not something that the committee had agreed upon during the first day of the meeting.  Ms. Weathers added that she did not think everyone’s comments on this standard were fully discussed at the last meeting.  Mr. Dison reminded the committee that everyone’s comments that regarding the major issues were discussed at the meeting on September 29-30, but that any comments that focused on wordsmithing issues were reserved to be discussed at this meeting.

Mr. Dison told the committee that as long as a drafting team is still working on a standard, changes can be made at a meeting of the committee until the committee votes for the standard to be sent in a recommendation to the subcommittee, however, due to the unusual way Section 10.7 was proposed to the committee that was the reason the committee did not vote to send the standard to the Executive Committee and why the committee was having specific discussion at this meeting about whether or not to include the section at all.  Mr. Dison reminded the group that the standard will go out for the formal thirty day comment period once the committee votes to send it to the Executive Committee and that the NAESB process does not require subcommittees to post drafts of standards for informal comments.
Mr. Pritchard asked if transmission providers that offer the type of service described in section 10.7 would be required to abandon that practice if the section was not included in the standard.  Mr. Dison stated that based on his reading of the proposed section, if the section were not in the standard, transmission providers would not be prohibited from the described practice because the rest of the standard is silent on this issue.  Mr. Pritchard confirmed that the section does prescribe how this service would be handled.  Mr. Dison stated that the rest of Section 10 does not preclude this practice.
Mr. Pritchard asked how reservations submitted would have to be handled if the reservations operated outside of the scope of the rest of the redirects standard.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the only place in proposed sections 9 and 10 of the OASIS Business Practices refer to submittal of any kind of request to OASIS is in proposed section 10.7, so the rest of the proposed business practices are silent on how these reservations are handled.  Mr. Harshbarger said that there is not a section in the proposed redirects standard that requires the request to be submitted to OASIS, it is just a practical consideration that the requests will be submitted to OASIS.
Mr. Harshbarger made a motion, seconded by Ms. Franz to retain the concept of proposed Section 10.7 and to include it in the wordsmithing process.  The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1.
· Wordsmith Redirect Standard
The committee reviewed the document titled Redirects Recommendation Strawman - Revised Sept. 30, 2004 located on the NAESB website at http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its100604w1.doc.  The committee edited the language of all of Section 9, but was not able to edit Section 10.  The committee scheduled a conference call on October 8th from 1:00 to 3:00 Central time to edit Section 10.
All references to section numbers are references to the numbering in the document after the document was edited.  The document that reflects the changes that were made at this meeting is titled Redirects Redline (standard 10) and can be found on the NAESB website at:  http://www.gisb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its100804w1.doc.
The committee inserted “Redirect on a Firm basis,” in the place of “Redirect request,” throughout Section 9.  The committee also capitalized the term Parent Reservation throughout section 9.
The committee edited the definition for Capacity Available to Redirect by deleting the phrase “the amount of Capacity Available to Redirect from the parent reservation calculated as,” from the beginning of the definition.  The committee also deleted the word “outstanding,” before approved schedules.  The definition for Capacity Available to Redirect after the modifications is:
Capacity Available to Redirect – the granted capacity of the Parent Reservation at the time of customer confirmation (CAPACITY_GRANTED) less all confirmed reassignments (e.g. resales), confirmed redirects on a firm basis, confirmed redirects on a non-firm basis, displacements, and approved schedules.

At the ESS/ITS Meeting on September 29-30, Mr. Dison requested the members to draft a definition for the term Parent Reservation to be included in the redirects standards.  After discussion, the committee added the definition of Parent Reservation to the draft standard:

Parent Reservation – an existing confirmed reservation being modified by a Transmission Customer’s request to redirect, reassign, resale, etc.

Section 9.1.1
The committee inserted new language into the standard and made this language Section 9.1.1:

9.1.1 – The TC may Redirect on a Firm basis any confirmed Firm Point-to-Point Parent Reservation regardless of the request type.

Section 9.1.2

The committee extracted what was previously the last sentence of Section 9.1 and made the sentence a stand alone substandard.  Ms. Weathers requested to add the phrase “with a request type of REDIRECT,” to the end of the sentence for clarification.  There were no objections to this change.
Section 9.1.3

The committee changed the word “provisions” to the word “requirements.”
Section 9.3
Mr. Wood requested that the words “stop/start” be switched.  The language is now “start/stop.”  The committee also included a reference to the examples in Appendix B.

Section 9.3.1

The committee inserted the language in section 9.3.1 so that Sections 9 and 10 are consistent.  The language inserted as Section 9.3.1 was:

9.3.1 – A request for Redirect on a Firm basis must be submitted, and is subject to all request requirements consistent with a reservation for Firm service of similar duration.
Section 9.3.2

The committee capitalized the terms that are Standards and Communication Protocol increments:  “Daily,” and “Monthly.”  The committee also inserted the term “Firm Service Increment,” in place of “service increment.”
Section 9.4.1
The committee added the phrase “and obligations,” and inserted a reference to the examples to Appendix B.

Section 9.4.2

The committee replace “reserved capacity,” with “Capacity Available for Redirect,” and added a reference to the examples in Appendix B.

Section 9.5.1
The language was changed for clarification:
9.5.1 – The TC shall not confirm any request to Redirect on a Firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e. at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect).  The TP shall have the right to block any such confirmation.

Section 9.5.2

The committee added a sentence to the beginning of the subsection:  “The TC shall withdraw any request to Redirect on a Firm basis that would exceed Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e., at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect).”  Mr. Wood requested that the status element “REFUSED” be added after “SUPERSEDED.”  The committee did not agree that this change should be made, but that it would be a revision that should be considered in the future.

Section 9.6

The committee discussed Mr. Calder’s request to delete the word “curtailment,” from this section.  The committee noted that it would not delete the word from Section 9.6 because Sections 9.6.1 and 9.6.2 deal specifically with curtailment.
Section 9.8.1

Mr. Pritchard stated that the way this section was worded could require Duke Power to change their billing procedures on redirects because there are a number of customers that Duke Power bills on fixed plus variables.  Mr. Pritchard suggested that the phrase, “or in a Service Agreement,” be added after “the Transmission Provider’s tariff.”  There was no objection to this change.
Due to time constraints, Mr. Dison asked the group if they would be willing to consider a vote to send Section 9 to the Executive Committee so that they could continue working on Section 10.  Mr. Wood stated that it would be a better idea to wait and wordsmith the whole thing before any of it was sent to the Executive Committee.
Mr. Wood volunteered to redline Section 10 so that the terminology and subsections would be consistent and parallel with Section 9 in order to save time when the committee wordsmiths Section 10 on the next conference call.  The committee agreed this should be done so that only major changes would have to be discussed at the next conference call.
3.  Review BPA Comments to Standard of Conduct Recommendation
Due to time constraints, the committee did not discuss this issue.
4.  Next Steps
The committee scheduled a conference call on Friday, October 8 from 1PM to 3PM Central Time to wordsmith Section 10 of the Redirects Standard.
5. Other Business
No other business was discussed.
6.  Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 2:50 PM.
7.  Attendees
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