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                                        North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org

Home Page: www.naesb.org


TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and Information Technology Subcommittee Meeting Participants and Posting for Interested Parties
FROM: 
Laura B. Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Final Minutes from Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and Information Technology Subcommittee Conference Call June 1-2, 2006
DATE:

June 23, 2006
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
Joint Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee & Information Technology Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Duke Energy – Charlotte, NC
June 1, 2006 10:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. Eastern
June 2, 2006 10:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. Central

Final Minutes
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed the meeting participants.  Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust guidelines.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.
The subcommittee reviewed the minutes from the April 4-5, 2006 meeting.  Ms. Baggett moved, seconded by Mr. Pritchard, adopt the minutes as drafted.  The motion passed unanimously.  The final minutes from the April 4-5, 2006 meeting are posted on the NAESB website:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its040406fm.doc.
2. Discussion and Modification of NAESB WEQ Redirect Standard 001-9.7
Mr. Wood noted that the FERC did not adopt NAESB Standard 001-9.7 in Order 676.  Standard 001-9.7 states:  
Unless otherwise mutually agreed to by the primary provider and original customer, a request for Redirect on a Firm basis does not impact the TC’s long term firm renewal rights (e.g., rollover or evergreen rights) on the original path, nor does it confer any renewal rights on the redirected path.

Ms. Weathers and Mr. Sorenson submitted work papers as draft proposals to modify Standard 9.7 which were posted on the NAESB ESS/ITS page for this meeting  (Ms. Weathers’ work paper:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its060106w12.doc; Mr. Sorenson’s work paper:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its060106w8.doc).  Ms. Weathers stated that Mr. Pritchard also helped draft the work paper she submitted.
The subcommittee discussed whether further work to modify this standard should be postponed until the FERC determines whether there will be a rehearing on Order 676 or if the subcommittee should move forward with the development of the modification of Standard 9.7 following the language in Order 676.  The subcommittee determined that it would move forward with the development of a modification to Standard 9.7.  Mr. Wood noted that the revisions should take into account the FERC NOPR for the Open Access Transmission Tariff reform (OATT NOPR).
The subcommittee reviewed the work paper submitted by Ms. Weathers.  Mr. Pritchard noted that in order for a customer to exercise rollover rights, capacity must be available and that a customer can only hold one set of rollover rights at any given time.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the FERC Order 676 did not address what to do if a customer exercised rollover before it does a Redirect.  Mr. Pritchard stated that it would be burdensome for a Transmission Provider to have to determine whether a customer has already exercised the rollover rights.  The Transmission Provider could face being challenged if it gave rollover rights to a customer that should not have rollover rights.  Ms. Weathers stated that it is not clear in the order that a customer only gets one set of rollover rights.
The subcommittee requested that clarification be requested, if possible, on whether rollover rights exist on the subsequent secondary path on a firm Redirect if rollover rights had been exercised on the original path.  In other words, does Paragraph 59 of the Order 676 apply if rollover rights have been exercised?
Ms. Weathers noted that the language drafted in the work paper would not have to be modified to incorporate the proposed changes to the time to exercise rollover rights included in the OATT NOPR.  Proposed Standard 9.7.2 states:
9.7.2
If, when a Redirect on a Firm basis is submitted, the time period for the exercise of rollover rights has expired
, no rollover rights shall be given on the redirected path.

Mr. Laverty stated that when an analysis of a long term firm request is conducted, the rights are reviewed to determine if rollover rights can be accommodated.  Ongoing studies assume that there will be rollovers on the original path.  Studies would have to be modified to provide for rollovers on a Redirect.  Ms. Weathers stated that based on the discussion, it seems like MISO was questioning the ability of a short term reservation to have rollover rights.  Mr. Laverty stated that that was one of MISO’s objections.  Ms. Weathers stated that the WEQ Executive Committee had directed the ESS/ITS to modify the Redirect standard 9.7 to reflect the language in Order 676.  Mr. Calhoun noted that the examples are just guidance..
The subcommittee added the term “Parent Reservation” to the proposed modification to standard 9.7 submitted by Ms. Weathers. 
Mr. Wood suggested that the subcommittee table the discussion and that participants submit redline changes on the two proposals we have at this meeting.  This topic will be further discussed at the next ESS/ITS meeting.
3. Review Comments Submitted on Recommendation R04006D
Next, the subcommittee reviewed the comments submitted by Entergy on the recommendation for R04006D.  This recommendation was forwarded to the WEQ Executive Committee and posted for formal comment on March 31, 2006.  One set of comments was submitted on the recommendation.  The WEQ Executive Committee remanded the recommendation to the ESS/ITS to review the comments to determine if changes should be made to the recommendation.
Ms. Weathers stated that the ESS/ITS should only consider substantive comments and should not modify the recommendation based on wordsmithing comments from Entergy.  Mr. Saini stated that the Executive Committee requested that the ESS/ITS review the comments.  The ESS/ITS should not limit its review to just high level comments.  The comments submitted by Entergy were posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its060106w10.doc.  On behalf of OATI, Mr. Sorenson submitted responses to Entergy’s comments that were posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its060106w1.doc (the OATI Comments).

The subcommittee determined that it would draft a response to comments document to submit to the WEQ Executive Committee.  The response to comments document will include a response to each comment submitted by Entergy.

Definition of Resale:  Entergy proposed the addition of the following sentence to the definition of Resale:    “The obligation to pay for the transmission service charges for the Parent Reservation, including any Ancillary Services charges will remain with the FOTC.”

Mr. Saini stated that the reason Entergy proposed inserting this sentence into the definition of Resale was because it subsequently places where a Reseller or Resale can have an obligation to pay.  It is to clarify that the obligation to pay stays with the FOTC.  The OATI Comments did not oppose this suggested modification.

Subcommittee’s Response:  The subcommittee’s response to this comment was:  The addition does not enhance the definition and the suggested change is included in the proposed standards:  Y.2.
Y.1.1 and Comment n1:  Ms. Weathers stated that posting is addressed in Y.5 and that the proposed change restates what is included in other standards.  The OATI Comments disagree with inserting the Transmission Provider “as an active approver and explicit confirmation by Assignee”.  Mr. Saini stated that the proposed change was made to make sure the assignee was the original customer.  Ms. Weathers stated that the standard is limited; the Transmission Provider (TP) wants to make sure that the Reseller cannot sell rights you do not own.
Subcommittee’s Response:  The subcommittee’s response to this comment was:  This issue is addressed in other standards within the recommendation:  Y.1.2 and Y.5.

Y.3.1 and Y.3.2 and Comments n2 and n3:  Ms. Weathers stated that Order 638 does not apply to a Reseller, but to TPs who have tariffs filed with the FERC.  For Section Y.3.1, Mr. Saini stated that there are some restrictions in Order 638 regarding timing.  Ms. Weathers stated that it is a legal question whether Order 638 applies to entities other than TPs.  Mr. Saini stated that the TP has to be fair to all customers.  Mr. Saini added that if Order 638 applies to the TP, then it is applicable to all those using the TP’s services in the pro forma tariff.  Mr. Saini stated that Comment n2 was that if there are timing restrictions under Order 638, they have to be honored.  Otherwise, the TP would be discriminating between the Resale and the other customer.  Mr. Sorenson stated that many OASIS implementations would look at the service increment and the start and stop times of service and block the submission of the request.  Mr. Sorenson added that Order 638 only defines the relationship between the TP and the Transmission Customer.  Order 638 does not include applicability of transactions between two Transmission Customers.
On the second day of the meeting, Ms. Weathers stated that she consulted with her counsel.  The legal counsel of Salt River Project told Ms. Weathers that Order 638 does not apply to customers, only to TPs with tariffs on file with the FERC.  Mr. Wood stated that even though a customer is not subject to the rules in Order 638, the TPs can impose the rules to make everything conform.

Mr. Saini stated that if a curtailment has to take place a problem could arise if there are several reservations combined into one Resale.  Mr. Wood stated that procedures would have to be changed to provide for aggregation of reservations.  Mr. Sorenson noted that OASIS has always had the capability to disaggregate and re-aggregate Resales.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the proposed standard would improve the status quo because anything can be aggregated at this point.  The proposed standard would require the same service attribute.
Subcommittee’s Response:  The subcommittee’s response to the comment on Y.3.1 was:  Order 638 does not apply to Resales as applicable to Y.3.1 as proposed by the ESS/ITS.
The subcommittee’s response to the comment on Y.3.2 was:  The ability to aggregate already exists in the tariff, Sale or Assignment of Transmission Service, OATT Section 13.8.

Y.5.2 and Comment n4:  Ms. Rehman stated that Comment n4 was similar to the Comment n1 on Y.1.1.  The OATI Comments disagreed with inserting “the TP into this activity with explicit TP approval per comments to Y.1.1.”

Subcommittee’s Response:  The subcommittee’s response to the comment on Y.5.2 was:  This issue is addressed in other standards within the recommendation:  Y.1.2 and Y.5.
Y.5.3 and Y.7 and Comments n5 and n8:  Mr. Saini stated that the comment points out that the reseller capacity recall should be forced to be on OASIS.  Ms. Weathers stated that the standards simply state that there is the ability of the reseller to recall capacity, but that the Standards & Communication Protocols (S&CPs) would address how the recall would be implemented.  Mr. Sorenson stated that recalls are supported through the reduction template.

Subcommittee’s Response:  The ESS/ITS will address how to make the recall function work through the S&CP documentation.

Y.6 and Comment n6:  Mr. Saini stated that this comment was made in case the Redirect results in any charges.
Subcommittee’s Response:  The ESS/ITS did not modify Y.6.
Y.6.2 and Comment n7:  Mr. Saini stated that the reason for suggesting change to Section Y.6.2 was because the obligation should be with the Assignee.  Mr. Wood stated that Y.6.2 deals with Redirect of a Resale.  The TP has the obligations to approve the Redirect.  Mr. Saini stated that the Assignee cannot make a request unless it has executed a service agreement.  Ms. Weathers stated that Y.6.2 states that “the TP shall have the right to require that the Assignee execute a Transmission Service Agreement”; if that point is not reached on OASIS, then it is moot whether the Assignee has executed a service agreement.  Mr. Saini stated that the comment was based on existing practice at Entergy. Ms. Weathers stated that the proposed language does not infringe on Entergy’s existing business practice.  Mr. Eckelkamp noted that nothing in the language in the recommendation would preclude a TP from requiring the Assignee to execute service agreements. 
After further discussion, Ms. Rehman moved, seconded by Mr. Calhoun to keep the existing language for Y.6.2 in the recommendation for R04006D.  The motion passed a simple majority vote with eight participants voting in favor (Ms. Rehman, Mr. Calhoun, Mr. Pritchard, Ms. Weathers, Mr. Eckelkamp, Ms. Baggett, Ms. Franz, and Ms. Perlman), and two participants voting in opposition (Mr. Wood and Mr. Saini).

Subcommittee’s Response:  The proposed language does not prohibit a Transmission Provider from requiring that an Assignee execute a service agreement.
Y.7.2 and Comment n9:  Mr. Eckelkamp asked why the Resale or Redirects of Recalls should be limited.  Mr. Wood stated that if a Resale is Resold again and then Redirected again, it will be difficult to unwind all of the Redirects and Resales.  Ms. Weathers stated that the language was drafted with the intent of customer protection because it will keep some customers from wanting to Resell if the reservation cannot be in its original state.

Mr. Pritchard stated that if the Resale is Redirected using the existing Redirect standards, the Parent Reservation gets a credit and capacity is taken away.
Ms. Weathers stated that the term “remarket” used as a generic term.  Mr. Saini stated that the term “remarket” is too vague.

Mr. Pritchard proposed that Y.7.1 and Y.7.2 be removed from the recommendation with the note that the ESS/ITS recognize that the inclusion of the language would create additional complexity from the TP’s perspective.

The subcommittee voted on whether the standards will include the ability of a Reseller to Recall and keep the language in Y.7 as originally recommended.  A Yes vote was to keep the language as drafted.  A No vote was to change Y.7 to state that the Reseller will not have the right to Recall.  There were no Yes votes, and seven No votes (Mr. Calhoun, Ms. Perlman, Mr. Saini, Ms. Baggett, Mr. Eckelkamp, Ms. Weathers, and Mr. Wood).  Mr. Pritchard abstained.  The subcommittee modified the recommendation to delete Y.7.1 and Y.7.2 and modified Y.7 to state:  “The Reseller may not recall capacity from a Resale, in whole or in part.”

Subcommittee’s Response:  The ESS/ITS changed the wording in Y.7 to stipulate that the Reseller cannot retain the right to recall capacity.  The ESS/ITS agreed that this may not add value to the secondary market.

Y.8 and Comments n11 and n12:  Mr. Saini asked the intent of Y.8.1 because it restates the language in Y.8.  Mr. Pritchard agreed.  Ms. Weathers stated that Y.8.1 was added to further clarify Y.8.  It was added to clarify that a special right is not being given and that Resales for firm service are not subject to displacement.
Subcommittee’s Response:  Y.8 only applies to non-firm service and does not mention firm service.

Z.1.2 and Comment n13:  Mr. Pritchard stated that if a customer wants to transfer a Redirect, it is considered a stand alone reservation and would have to be executed as a transfer of that reservation.  Mr. Saini stated that this comment had already been addressed.

Subcommittee’s Response:  If a customer wants to transfer a Redirect, it is considered a stand alone reservation and would have to be executed as a transfer of that reservation.

Z.5.2 and Comment n16:  Mr. Saini stated that Z.5.2  is unclear which rights would be left on OASIS if there is a Transfer.  If a Transfer takes place, no rights should be left on the OASIS.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the rights would be the timing, the start time of the change and the mw value of the change.  Ms. Weathers stated that the identity of the Assignee would also be included.
Ms. Rehman moved, seconded by Mr. Calhoun, to leave the language in Z.5.2 as it was proposed.  The motion passed unanimously.

Subcommittee’s Response:  All rights deal with posting on OASIS have already been identified in the S&CPs.
4. Review Recommendations for Requests assigned to the ESS/ITS
Next, the subcommittee reviewed the proposed alternatives to the term “Release” that will be included in a new set of standards under Request R04006C1.  A work paper was created by Ms. Weathers and revised by the OASIS Task Force to include all of the proposed alternatives to the term “Release”:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its060106w3.doc.  An alternative to the term “Release” is needed due to the potential conflict with the use of the same term in the gas industry.  The term “Release” in the gas industry does not have the same definition as it does in the electric industry.  The gas industry has been using the term for many years.

Each participant rated his or her top three choices on the list of alternatives.  The top two choices were “Revert” and “Relinquish”.  The participants then voted on the top two choices.  The term “Relinquish” garnered the most votes, with four votes.  The term “Revert” garnered three votes.
Mr. Wood stated that he would modify the draft recommendation for R04006C1 to include the replacement term for “Release”.
5. Update on Joint Development of ATC/TTC Request No. R05004 (Joint Development 
with NAESB BPS and NERC ATC Drafting Team)
This item was not discussed.
6. Coordinate Interchange Business Practices Task Force Update
This item was not discussed.
7. JISWG Update
This item was not discussed.
8. Next Meetings
The ESS/ITS scheduled a meeting on June 27-28 at NAESB’s offices in Houston, Texas.  The meeting will be from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central on the 27th and from 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM on the 28th.
9. Other Business/Next Steps

No other business was discussed.
10. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 2:00 PM Eastern.
11. Action Items
· Ms. Kennedy and Ms. Weathers will work to draft a Response to Comments document to include the ESS/ITS responses to the comments submitted by Entergy on R04006D.
12. Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	June 1
	June 2

	Tonya Baggett
	WAPA
	In Person
	In Person

	Clay Calhoun
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeff Hynds
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Eric Laverty
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Aleks Mitreski
	ISO New England
	
	Phone

	Marjorie Perlman
	Energy East
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Pewarski
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	Phone
	Phone

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person


� The current FERC requirement is that rollover rights be exercised within sixty days prior to the end of a long-term firm (one year or longer) point-to-point agreement. FERC has proposed in its NOPR that the sixty-day requirement be changed to one-year and, the one-year requirement change to five years or longer.
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