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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 27-28, 2006
DATE:

July 12, 2006
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
Joint Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee & Information Technology Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
June 27, 2006 10:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m. Central
June 28, 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 June 1-2, 2006 meeting.  Ms. Weathers suggested several modifications to the minutes.  On page 2, Ms. Weathers suggested that the word “in” be added to the phrase “…incorporate the proposed changes to the time to exercise rollover rights included in the OATT NOPR.”  Also on page 2, the word “direction” was replaced with “guidance” in the sentence that states:  “Mr. Calhoun noted that the examples are just direction.”  Ms. Weathers also suggested a modification to the paragraph before the last paragraph in Section 2.  The modification states:  “The subcommittee added the term “Parent Reservation” to the proposed modification to Standard 9.7 submitted by Ms. Weathers.”  On page 3, a typographical error was corrected in the section on Y.1.1 and Comment n1.  On page 5, in the section on Section Z.5.2 and Comment n16, the phrase “should because it” was deleted so that the sentence would be clear.

Mr. Sorenson moved, seconded by Mr. Eckelkamp, to adopt the minutes as modified above.  The motion passed unanimously.  The final minutes are posted on the NAESB website at:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its060106fm.doc.
2. Continued Discussion and Modification of NAESB WEQ Redirect Standard 001-9.7
Mr. Wood suggested that the subcommittee review the draft proposals to modify Standard 9.7 submitted by Ms. Weathers, Mr. Pritchard and Mr. Sorenson.
Mr. Laverty stated that Midwest ISO supported the existing language for Standard 9.7.  Mr. Laverty suggested drafting a proposal that stated that a Redirect would be eligible for rollover rights if it would have been eligible for rollover rights had it been an original request.  Ms. Parker stated that is how BPA has implemented Order 676:  if a customer redirects to the end of their reservation, they can request rollover rights to go with the Redirect, if long term rights are on the reservation.  Mr. Wood stated that was the intent of the original language of Standard 9.7 submitted to the FERC:  at the end of the termination, it is up to the Transmission Provider (TP) and Transmission Customer (TC) to determine which direction the rollover rights will go.  Mr. Eckelkamp stated that the issue at hand is to determine whether the Redirect or the original reservation would receive the rollover rights.  Mr. Wood stated that the intent of the original 9.7 was that if a Redirect was done in the middle of the term of the original reservation, rollover rights could either remain with the original reservation or be attached to the Redirect, but not both.

Mr. Pritchard stated that there would not be a reason to give up the rollover rights on the original reservation because the Redirect would qualify as a yearly reservation, which would in turn qualify the Redirect for rollover rights.  Mr. Calhoun stated that the reason why rollover rights would not be granted for both the original reservation and the Redirect is so that the TC would not hold sway on two paths for the price of one reservation.  Mr. Pritchard stated that in that case, the TC would not hold sway over two paths because their decision points are different on those two paths.  Mr. Calhoun stated that if the TC exercises its rollover rights and bumps someone else, a third customer could get rights on that first path on which a customer had been bumped.  Mr. Pritchard stated that was an issue in the case of short term reservations as well as long term reservations and that there is not a mechanism to guard against that.  Mr. Pritchard stated that FERC Order 676, Paragraph 59 has an example of a four month request to rollover the last month of the reservation that is given rollover rights.  It is clear that the FERC would permit someone with less than a year reservation to get rollover rights.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the proposal drafted by he and Ms. Weathers includes language to address the example in Paragraph 59.
Ms. Parker noted that Paragraph 61 of FERC Order 676 states “…the transmission customer has rollover rights for the original receipt and delivery points, because those are the points to which it has rights at the end of the agreement.”  Ms. Parker stated that BPA has implemented that portion of Order 676 and the TC has rights to whatever it has at the end of the original reservation.
Mr. Pritchard stated that based on his understanding, once the TC submits the request for Redirect, the clock starts on where they are in the queue with regard to rollover rights.  If there were another request queued ahead of them that would have rollover rights on that path, the new redirect to that same path does not supersede or bump any pre-existing request.  Mr. Calhoun asked Mr. Pritchard how he would treat an earlier queued request that was brand new.  Mr. Pritchard stated that a brand new yearly request would be treated in queue order.  Mr. Pritchard added that if it is a yearly firm Redirect that is truly for a year, then it should be treated like a new request for a year and would therefore have rollover rights.
Mr. Wood suggested reaching consensus on separate pieces.  For example, for a ten year term, with a Redirect for a short term would have a piece that sets out what happens in the middle of the ten year term.  Mr. Wood asked if the participants agreed that there would not be rollover rights on a short term monthly firm Redirect of a long term original reservation.  Ms. Rehman stated that she would support Mr. Wood’s suggestion only under the scenario where the short term Redirect was not for the remainder of the agreement term.  The remainder of the participants agreed that there would not be rollover rights on a short term monthly firm Redirect of a long term original reservation.

Mr. Wood stated that the second piece would be an agreement on whether on a long term firm reservation there was a Redirect of the last several months of that term:  which path gets the rollover rights?  Mr. Rehman stated that according to Order 676, the Redirect would get the rollover rights in that scenario.  Mr. Laverty stated that the current business practices of Midwest ISO do not provide rollover rights for Redirects.
Ms. Weathers stated that FERC Order 676 is clear and that as long as the Redirect ends on the same end date, a short term Redirect would have rollover rights.  Mr. Laverty stated that Order 676 conflicts with itself, the tariff, and previous FERC Orders.  Mr. Calhoun asked if the proposal was to suggest a service increment of yearly that is shorter than one year or a yearly Redirect with a service increment that is less than twelve months.  Mr. Pritchard and Ms. Weathers stated that was the proposal.  Mr. Saini suggested using a flag instead of calling the increment yearly.
Mr. Wood stated that he did not support a four month Redirect turning into a yearly long term request.  Ms. Weathers stated that while most industry participants do not support a Redirect for less than a year being eligible for rollover rights, Order 676 is clear and that this subcommittee has been requested to draft standards to respond to the Order.  Mr. Calhoun stated that it is the industry’s responsibility to give feedback if the FERC’s guidance is off base.  Mr. Laverty noted that the example in Paragraph 59 is a bad example.
Mr. Pritchard stated that based on his interpretation of Order 676, the FERC did not want the TP to negotiate with the TC on whether the TC would have rollover rights.  Mr. Saini agreed that was the intent in the Order, and stated that whether there is agreement with that intent or not, the standards should provide customers with the option to choose where the rollover rights will reside.  Ms. Rehman stated that the option to flag would provide customers with flexibility.

After further discussion, the subcommittee agreed that if there is a Redirect in the middle of a long term original reservation, there will not be rollover rights on the Redirected path.  In order to have rollover rights on a Redirected path, the end of the term of the Redirect must coincide with the end of the original reservation and the TC must declare which path it wants to have rollover rights on when the request for Redirect is submitted.
Mr. Eckelkamp asked how the TC would make the declaration.  The participants agreed that the declaration would be made in the comments field.

Based on the discussion, Mr. Laverty submitted the following proposed language for review by the subcommittee:

9.7 For a Redirect request to have rollover rights, the rollover rights on the Original request must be forfeited and the following conditions must be met:

9.7.1 The end date of the redirect must match that of the original

9.7.2 The term of the redirect must be eligible for rollover rights per the OATT

9.7.3 The TC must identify when making the request that rollover rights on the redirect are desired

Mr. Pritchard suggested using the word “displaced” instead of “forfeited” in proposed Section 9.7.  The subcommittee agreed to add a reference to Section 2.2 in the OATT and a reference to the TP’s tariff:  “or as specified in the Transmission Provider’s Tariff” to proposed Section 9.7.1.
Mr. Sorenson suggested modifying the proposal so that if the TC does not say otherwise, it would keep the rollover rights on the original path (or on the Redirect path depending on how the subcommittee wanted to draft the language).  Ms. Parker stated that the default should be original path.  Mr. Pritchard stated that there should be a flag for the TC who would like to specify it wants rollover rights on the Redirect instead of the original path.  Mr. Sorenson proposed an additional section that stated that the capacity available for Redirect on the parent reservation would be reduced in the amount of the Redirect.
The language below reflects the modifications made to Mr. Laverty’s original proposal:
9.7
For a Redirect on a Firm basis to be eligible for consideration of rollover rights, the 
following conditions must be met:

9.7.1 The term of the Redirect must be eligible for rollover rights per the pro forma OATT section 2.2 or as specified in the Transmission Provider’s Tariff

9.7.2 The Redirect must terminate coincident with the Parent Reservation

9.7.3 The Transmission Customer must designate on OASIS at the time of 
submission of the Redirect that they want rollover rights on the redirected 
path and will release their rollover rights on the Parent path in the amount of 
the Redirect.

9.7.4 Unless so designated the rollover rights on the Parent Reservation shall 
remain intact.

9.7.5 Upon acceptance by the Transmission Provider and confirmation by the 
Transmission Customer, the capacity available for redirect on the parent 
reservation shall be reduced in the amount of the Redirect and, if applicable, 
rollover rights will be released on the parent reservation and conferred to the 
Redirect.
Mr. Wood requested the subcommittee to vote on whether this draft of the proposed modification to Standard 9.7 be posted for informal comments, with comments due prior to the next ESS/ITS meeting on July 10-11, 2006.  All in attendance supported this course of action, except Mr. Eckelkamp, who voted in opposition.
3. Review and Possible Vote on Response to Comments Document on Comments 
submitted on Recommendation R04006D
R04006D (OASIS 1A Enhancements - Sale or Assignment of Transmission Service):  The ESS/ITS reviewed the draft Response to Comments document based on the responses to the comments submitted by Entergy.  Entergy submitted formal comments on the Revised Recommendation for R04006D.  The WEQ Executive Committee remanded the recommendation to the ESS/ITS in order to conduct a review of the Entergy comments and determine whether modifications should be made to the recommendation.  The ESS/ITS reviewed the comments during the June 1-2, 2006 meeting in Charlotte, North Carolina and responded to each comment.  Ms. Kennedy drafted a first draft for the Response to Comments Document (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w14.doc) and Ms. Weathers submitted a revision to the document (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w15.doc) as well a revision to the proposed revision to the recommendation for R04006D (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w16.doc).

The subcommittee reviewed the Response to Comments Document as revised by Ms. Weathers.  The response to Comment n3 was modified to state:  “The ability to aggregate already exists in the OASIS S&CPs, 4.2.11 and 4.3.7.”  Ms. Weathers’ alternative to the response originally drafted for Comment n5 was accepted by the subcommittee:  “The ESS/ITS has deleted the Recall language from the standard.”  This was done because Standards Y.7.2 and Y.7.3 were deleted from the Recommendation.  The subcommittee also accepted Ms. Weathers’ alternatives to the response originally drafted for Comments n7-n10; and Comment n16 and accepted the additions to the responses for Comments n11-n15.

Mr. Sorenson moved, seconded by Mr. Calhoun to adopt the modifications to the Response to Comments Document and post as an attachment to the 2nd Revised Recommendation for the WEQ Executive Committee to be able to see the response of the ESS/ITS to the comments submitted by Entergy on the previous recommendation.  The motion passed unanimously.

Next, the subcommittee reviewed the draft modified recommendation for R04006D submitted by Ms. Weathers.  The subcommittee agreed that this review would be limited to a review of the modifications to the recommendation made in response to the comments submitted by Entergy and that the modifications match the response of the ESS/ITS in the Response to Comments Document.  Ms. Weathers noted that she deleted Section Y.5.3 because the section on recall had been deleted based on the comments submitted by Entergy (Sections Y.7.2 and Y.7.3).  The subcommittee supported this modification.  Mr. Sorenson suggested deleting Section Y.7 as well as Y.7.2 and Y.7.3 to delete the option of recalls in their entirety.  After further discussion, Mr. Sorenson moved, seconded by Ms. Weathers, to delete Section Y.7 in its entirety from the recommendation for R04006D.  Mr. Wood, Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Eckelkamp, Ms. Weathers, and Ms. Franz voted in support of deleting Section Y.7 in its entirety.  Mr. Laverty and Mr. Harm voted in opposition to the motion.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he will likely file formal comments that the recall language should be included in the recommendation.

Section Y.8.1 was modified to state “…in accordance with Standard Y.” instead of “...in accordance with these standards.”

Mr. Sorenson moved, seconded by Mr. Eckelkamp, to send the 2nd Revised Recommendation for R04006D to the WEQ Executive Committee after a thirty day formal comment period.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.

Mr. Pewarski requested that the ESS/ITS discuss Section Z.3.1 in the 2nd Revised Recommendation for R04006D.  The ESS/ITS agreed to discuss this item even though it had just voted to send the recommendation for formal comment and to the WEQ Executive Committee for adoption.

Mr. Pewarski requested that the language in Section Z.3.1 be modified to state “The start time of the Transfer may occur at any point during the period of service of the Parent Reservation, but must begin at the top of an hour unless the TP requires the transfer to occur at the top of the next settlement interval” instead of “…but must begin at the top of an hour.”

Mr. Wood moved, seconded by Mr. Pewarski, to include the modification to Section Z.3.1 in the modifications described above to the 2nd Revised Recommendation for R04006D.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
4. Review Recommendations for Requests assigned to the ESS/ITS
R04006C-1 (Develop OASIS 1A capacity release request standards):  Mr. Woods noted that the ESS/ITS voted on a replacement term for the term “Release” at the June 1-2, 2006 meeting.  The term “Relinquish” garnered the majority of the support and will be used instead of the term “Release”.  Mr. Wood submitted a revision to the draft recommendation for R04006C-1 that was posted for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w10.doc.
After further discussion, the ESS/ITS agreed that the OASIS Task Force should continue drafting the recommendation and draft Implementation Guide for the Standards & Communication Protocols.  The OASIS Task Force scheduled a conference call on July 5, 2006 from 11:00 AM to 1:00 PM Central in order to continue work on this request.
R05019 (Modify OASIS standards and S&CP to clearly document the procedures used to implement the displacement/interruption terms of the Pro Forma tariff):  Ms. Weathers stated that she drafted a list of scoping questions, some of which have been answered by the OASIS Task Force, for this Request:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w13.doc.  Ms. Weathers stated that the ESS/ITS should reach a consensus on the broader issues of this Request before standards language is drafted.  Mr. Pewarski stated that Midwest ISO thinks that standards to address Request No. R05019 would be difficult to implement.  Mr. Harshbarger also submitted a response to the scoping questions that were posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w5.doc.
Mr. Sorenson suggested that the subcommittee think about the scoping issues for R05019 and that this request be tabled for the time being.  The subcommittee agreed to table this request at this time.
R04036 (Amend definitions, terms and numbering of WEQ Order 2004 (affiliate) standards):  The subcommittee reviewed the draft modification to the NAESB WEQ Standards of Conduct drafted by Ms. Weathers posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its062706w2.rtf.  Mr. Wood volunteered to put the draft language into the NAESB recommendation form and will include a redline of the Standards of Conduct.
R06006 (Develop standards to allow for registered Market Operators to request changes to the Market Level profile of Implemented Interchange:  Mr. Sorenson noted that this request seek a change to the e-Tag specification and moved that the ESS/ITS forward the request to the JISWG for development.  Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.
5. Update on Joint Development of ATC/TTC Request No. R05004 (Joint Development 
with NAESB BPS and NERC ATC Drafting Team)
The NAESB WEQ ESS/ITS and BPS met via conference call on June 12, 2006.  The draft minutes from this call are posted on the NAESB website:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc061206dm.doc.
The NAESB WEQ ESS/ITS and BPS is scheduled to meet on July 11, 2006 from 2:30 PM to 4:30 PM Central and July 12, 2006 from 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central.  During this meeting, the ESS/ITS and BPS will move forward with the development of business practices for Request No. R05004.
6. JISWG Update
Mr. Sorenson stated that NERC has posted the registry system requirements document for public comment.  The JISWG is also reviewing potential changes to e-Tag due to the Coordinate Interchange standards which state that the Interchange Authority will not take action on an arranged interchange; the tag authority will do a passive approval.
7. Next Meetings
The ESS/ITS is scheduled to meet on July 10-11, 2006 at NAESB’s offices in Houston, Texas.  The meeting will be from 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM Central on the 10th and from 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM on the 11th.
The ESS/ITS will meet via conference call on August 11, 2006 to review comments submitted on the 2nd Revised Recommendation for R04006D and any other recommendations posted for formal comment as a result of the July 10-11, 2006 meeting.
8. Other Business/Next Steps

No other business was discussed.
9. Adjourn
Mr. Eckelkamp moved, seconded by Mr. Sorenson to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 2:00 PM Central.
10. Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	June 27
	June 28

	Clay Calhoun
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Bob Demello
	New York ISO
	Phone
	

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Resources
	Phone
	Phone

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Harm
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Eric Laverty
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Nancy Parker
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone
	

	Jim Pewarski
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Phone
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
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