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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 July 10-11, 2006
DATE:

July 17, 2006
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
Joint Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee & Information Technology Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
July 10, 2006 1:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. Central
July 11, 2006 9:00 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. Central

Final Minutes
1. Welcome
Ms. Weathers welcomed the meeting participants.  Ms. Kennedy read the antitrust guidelines.  Mr. Pritchard moved, seconded by Mr. Stone, to adopt the agenda as drafted.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Proposed Modification of NAESB WEQ Redirect Standard 001-9.7
The subcommittee reviewed the proposed modification of NAESB WEQ Redirect Standard 001-9.7 and the comments on the proposed language that were submitted during the informal comment period.  The proposed standard and informal comments were posted as work papers for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006w5.doc (proposed modification to 9.7); http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006w6.doc (informal comments submitted by Mr. Dison, Southern Company Generation); http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006w8.doc (informal comments submitted by Mr. Berwager, Bonneville Power Administration).
Ms. Weathers noted that the comments submitted by Southern Company Generation “recommended that that this standard either specify how the customer is to designate this information on OASIS or simultaneously submit a corresponding change to the OASIS S&CP that accomplishes the same result.”  Ms. Weathers stated that the ESS/ITS determined that it would not draft the language to include in the Standards & Communication Protocols (S&CPs) until the draft modification to Standard 9.7 was adopted by the WEQ Executive Committee.  The ESS/ITS made this determination to ensure that the standards drafted to modify 9.7 were accepted before the work was done on the S&CPs.  Mr. Stone suggested including a statement in the recommendation form that states that the ESS/ITS is waiting for the standard to be approved before it drafts the modifications to the S&CPs.  Ms. Weathers supported Mr. Stone’s suggestion.

Mr. Saini stated that the ESS/ITS should include language that sets forth how the modified standard would be implemented in the business practice standards.  He noted that the Southern Company Generation comments stated that it would not be acceptable to use customer comment fields for a Transmission Customer (TC) to note service requirements associated with these particular types of requests.  Mr. Stone stated that the S&CPs could be modified to include a new field for TCs to use when noting these particular service requirements and the comment fields would continue to be used for the purposes it is used today.  Ms. Franz noted that comment fields would be difficult to audit and specific fields should be set up for rollover information.  Mr. Pritchard added that comment fields can be modified after the reservation is confirmed.  Ms. Parker noted that BPA has required the rollover information in the comment section and it has created confusion in actual operation.  Ms. Parker supported the creation of a specific field for rollovers.
The ESS/ITS participants agreed that the recommendation for the proposed modification to Standard 9.7 would include a statement that states that approval of this standard may require changes to the S&CPs.
The participants continued to review the draft language for Standard 9.7.  Ms. Rehman suggested that language be added as a sub-section of 9.7.3 to state that upon confirmation of the Redirect, the rollover rights will be released on the Parent path.  Proposed 9.7.4 was also moved to be a sub-section of 9.7.3.
Ms. Rehman stated that there is no language to address what happens if the capacity is not available for rollover for the Redirect, in which case the rollover rights would remain with the Parent Reservation.  Mr. Laverty stated that if that were the case, the TC would be confirming a Redirect without a rollover at that point.  Mr. Laverty stated that the service agreement spells out the terms and conditions of the service.  Ms. Parker stated that the ESS/ITS agreed on the opposite terms at the last meeting:  if the TC wants rollover rights on the Redirect and they are not available, the TC would be offered the Redirect without rollover; but the rollover rights on the original would not be removed.  Ms. Rehman and Ms. Parker agreed that language to support this should be included in the proposed modification.

Mr. Wood noted that there were going to be instances when the study to determine whether rollover rights could be granted on the Redirect path is completed after the sixty day time frame to implement rollover rights on the Parent Reservation.  The TC should indicate up front whether it wants rollover rights on the Redirect path.  Mr. Calhoun stated that the language in proposed 9.7.1 covers the submission time frame.  Mr. Saini stated that once the customer has exercised rollover rights, it cannot go back on the original path because someone may have redirected well in advance of the sixty day time frame in which case the capacity on that original path might have been sold to another customer.
Mr. Wood stated that before confirmation, two paths are tied up:  the Parent path is tied up because the Redirect has not been confirmed and the Redirect would also be tied up prior to confirmation.  If a TC requests a Redirect within the sixty day time frame requirement for rollovers and the rollover cannot be offered on the Redirected path, the question is when the Reservation goes back to the Parent path, can the customer exercise rollover rights on the Parent path?  Mr. Pritchard stated that the customer always has the option to withdraw the Redirect request in order to submit a renewal on the Parent path.  Mr. Pritchard stated that if the Transmission Provider (TP) can grant the Redirect, but not the rollover rights on the Redirected path, and the determination by the TP is made after the sixty day window, if the TC confirms the Redirect the rollover rights on the Parent path are no longer in place.  Mr. Sorenson stated that language should be added to reflect that the TP shall evaluate the request with the idea that rollover on the Parent disappears and is released off the Parent and granted on the Redirect.
Ms. Weathers stated that the language was giving more flexibility to the customer than required by the FERC.  Ms. Rehman stated that an assumption would be made that the TC wants rollover rights on the Redirect.  Language will be added to set out what happens if the Redirect is confirmed, if the Redirect is not confirmed, and if the rollover is not available for the Redirected path.  The following language was added as language for the subcommittee to consider further:
If the TC designates that they want rollover rights on the Redirect, the TP shall evaluate the Redirect request with the assumption that the rollover rights will be released on the Parent Reservation.

Mr. Calhoun stated that customers would not likely support the possibility of losing their rollover rights when they submit a Redirect request with rollover rights.  Ms. Weathers stated that the customer would only lose rights on the original path and would not lose their rollover rights, but have their rollover rights restricted to the extent the TP needs that capacity for native load or for pre-existing contracts.  Ms. Parker stated that the language should include the consequences if the customer cannot get rollover rights on the Redirect.  Ms. Weathers stated that in that case, the customer could purchase their existing path for the next year.
Ms. Rehman asked if the subcommittee had reached a consensus on whether the language should specify what happens to rollover rights if the capacity is not available for the path requested in the Redirect.  Mr. Wood stated prior to confirmation, if the capacity for rollover rights on the Redirected path is not available, the reservation would be refused and the rollover rights would be restored to the Parent Reservation.  While the Redirect request is pending, the rollover rights would remain with the Parent.  Upon confirmation, the rollover rights would go with the Parent path or the Redirected path depending on which path the customer designated.  Ms. Weathers stated that was not consistent with Order 676.
Mr. Eckelkamp asked how the proposed standards would apply to pre-confirmed requests.  Mr. Pritchard stated that for pre-confirmed requests a system impact study would indicate whether rollover rights are available.  Mr. Wood stated that once a pre-confirmed request is accepted, it will be confirmed.

The subcommittee drafted language for further consideration:

Upon confirmation of the Redirect designating that they want rollover rights, the rollover rights on the Parent Reservation shall be reduced in the amount of the capacity granted on the Redirect regardless of restrictions on rollover rights granted.

Mr. Calhoun stated that with the language proposed, if a pre-confirmed request was confirmed, then the customer’s rollover rights would disappear.
Mr. Pritchard proposed the following language to replace Section 9.7.3 and its sub-sections:

Upon confirmation rollover rights will be released on the Parent Reservation and conferred to the Redirect.

Mr. Stone stated that the language proposed by Mr. Pritchard would remove the customer’s ability to designate whether they want rollover rights.  Ms. Rehman stated that the language could result in varying interpretations.
Mr. Sorenson suggested adding the phrase “…and shall be treated as any other new request for such service.” to the end of section 9.7.1.  Ms. Weathers stated that the proposed language is not necessary because it duplicates language in existing standard 001-9.1.3.
Mr. Sorenson suggested adding Section 9.7.4 (new) to state “If rollover rights are restricted with respect to capacity granted the TP shall counteroffer the Redirect and advise the TC that their rollover rights could not be granted in full in the Seller comments.”  Mr. Sorenson stated that this way any time rollover rights are restricted, the customer would be informed through counteroffer.  Mr. Sorenson noted that counteroffer for partial services is not in the WEQ standards, but is in the text of the S&CPs.

Mr. Eckelkamp asked if the TP would be releasing proprietary information to the market prior to the confirmation of the request if the counteroffer included the results of the system study.  Mr. Eckelkamp noted that a request has to be confirmed before that type of information can be released.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the counteroffer in this instance would be considered a negotiation and all negotiation must take place on OASIS.
Mr. Calhoun asked if the information would be made public if the reservation is confirmed.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the information would be made public unless the final system impact study was not completed.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the request would not be accepted until the system impact study report was final.  Once the report is final, it should be posted.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the ESS/ITS should avoid drafting language that would lead the FERC to think that rollover rights are being negotiated because that was one of the reasons the original language in Standard 9.7 was not adopted in Order 676.
Mr. Harm and Mr. Calhoun requested additional time to further research whether the proposed language would be considered revelation of proprietary information.  Mr. Wood moved, seconded by Mr. Calhoun to table further discussion of 9.7 until July 11.  The motion passed unanimously.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he would begin drafting the language for the recommendation for the proposed modification to Standard 9.7.  If, during the July 11 meeting, the ESS/ITS votes to forward a recommendation to revise Standard 9.7 to the WEQ Executive Committee for adoption, the recommendation will be ready for insertion of the agreed language.  The draft standards at this point in the meeting are set forth below:
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 TP’s Tariff and shall be treated as any other new request for such service.

9.7.2 The Redirect must terminate coincident with the Parent Reservation and the rollover rights held under the Parent Reservation have not been exercised. 

9.7.3 Upon confirmation rollover rights will be released on the Parent Reservation and conferred to the Redirect. 

9.7.4 If rollover rights are restricted with respect to CAPACITY_GRANTED the TP shall COUNTEROFFER the Redirect and advise the TC through the Seller comments that rollover rights cannot be granted in full. 

On July 11, the subcommittee reviewed the draft recommendation that included the standards set forth above drafted by Mr. Sorenson that was posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006w9.doc.
Mr. Pewarski requested that the phrase “…or as specified in the TP’s tariff” be added to the end of the last sentence in the Summary section of the recommendation.
Ms. Weathers suggested that Section 9.72 be split into two sections.  The subcommittee supported this change.  The subcommittee also supported deleting the section that dealt with counteroffers.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the TP would let the customer know what the rollover rights are through the system impact study.
Ms. Weathers stated that the proposed section that states “…rollover rights will be released on the Parent Reservation in an amount necessary to support the rollover rights granted to the Redirect” conflicts with Order 676 that states that the TC loses all rights to original receipt and delivery points.  Ms. Weathers stated that if the language were included in the recommendation, an explanation should also be included as to why the ESS/ITS disagreed with the Order.  The subcommittee modified the section to state “Upon confirmation of the Redirect request, rollover rights shall be released from the Parent Reservation in an amount of capacity granted on the Redirect”.

After further discussion and modification to the language drafted on the previous day, the proposed modification to Standard 9.7 included the following language:
001-9.7
For a Redirect on a Firm basis to be eligible for consideration of rollover rights, the following conditions must be met:

001-9.7.1
The term of the Redirect must be eligible for rollover rights per the pro forma OATT section 2.2 or as specified in the TP’s Tariff. 

001-9.7.2
The Redirect request shall be treated as any other new request for service.

001-9.7.3
The term of the Redirect must terminate coincident with the Parent Reservation.

001-9.7.4
At the time of confirmation of the Redirect request the rollover rights in the amount of the Redirect held under the Parent Reservation must not have been exercised.

001-9.7.5
Upon confirmation of the Redirect request, rollover rights shall be released from the Parent Reservation in an amount of capacity granted on the Redirect.
Mr. Eckelkamp moved, seconded by Mr. Pewarski to replace the language set forth above with the language drafted in the recommendation drafted by Mr. Sorenson and to forward the recommendation to the WEQ Executive Committee for adoption after the formal thirty day comment period.  The motion passed a simple majority vote:  Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Harm, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Harshbarger, Mr. Sorenson, and Mr. Pewarski voted in support of the motion.  Ms. Weathers and Ms. Rehman voted in opposition to the motion.  Mr. Saini abstained.
Ms. Weathers set forth the reasons she voted in opposition to sending the recommendation to the WEQ Executive Committee for adoption:  Proposed Standard 9.7.2 is unnecessary because it repeats existing NAESB WEQ Standard 001-9.1.3; Proposed Standard 9.7.3 conflicts with proposed Standard 9.7.2 because 9.7.3 states that the Redirect must terminate coincident with the Parent Reservation, while 9.7.2 states that the Redirect request shall be treated as any other new request for service; the proposed language conflicts with the Section 2.2 of the pro forma tariff because the proposed standard states that if a Redirect is for one year or longer it would not be given priority unless it ends coincident with the Parent Reservation; the proposed language conflicts with Paragraph 59 of Order 676; and the proposed language limits rollover rights if they have already been exercised on the Parent by limiting the rights on the Redirect.

The recommendation with the language set forth above was inserted into the recommendation form and is posted as an attachment to the minutes:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006a2.doc.
3. Review and Draft Recommendations for Requests assigned to the ESS/ITS
R04036 (Amend definitions, terms and numbering of WEQ Order 2004 (affiliate) standards):  The subcommittee reviewed the draft proposed modifications to the definitions in the WEQ Standards of Conduct posted as a work paper for this meeting:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006w1.rtf.
Mr. Sorenson noted that Request No. R04036 was submitted to extend the breadth of coverage of the Standards of Conduct beyond FERC jurisdictional utilities.  Request No. R04036 incorporates several recommendations from Hydro-Quebec Transenergie to modify definitions in the Standards of Conduct to be applicable throughout North America.
In addition to the proposed modifications to the definitions, Mr. Sorenson identified additional modifications that should be made to the Standards of Conduct in order to match the language with the language in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) and also identified modifications that should be made to make references to other sections within the Standards of Conduct accurate.  The definitions were also numbered according to the NAESB WEQ Standards numbering convention so that references to specific definitions could be made within the text of the Standards of Conduct.
Mr. Sorenson noted that in the definition of “Energy Affiliate”, Section 6(v) and (vi) were purely gas regulations and should be replaced with a “Reserved” notation.  References to “U.S. energy markets” were modified to “North American energy markets.”
Ms. Weathers moved, seconded by Mr. Eckelkamp, to insert the language as modified in a recommendation form and to forward the recommendation to the WEQ Executive Committee for adoption.  The motion passed unanimously.  Mr. Sorenson volunteered to draft the recommendation.  He stated that he would distribute the recommendation via the NAESB ESS exploder by July 12, 2006.  If comments are not received by the end of business on July 13, 2006, the draft recommendation would be posted for formal comment and included on the agenda for adoption at the WEQ Executive Committee meeting on August 15, 2006.  (The draft recommendation was subsequently posted as an attachment to these minutes:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_ess_its071006a3.doc).
R04006E (Network Service Transactions):  The subcommittee agreed to postpone development of standards for network service transactions until after the FERC Order on the OATT Reform is issued.
4. 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 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.
5. Next Meetings
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 during the July 10-11, 2006 meeting.

The OASIS Task Force will meet via conference call on August 22, 2006 to continue development of the S&CP Implementation Guide.  The call is scheduled from 11:00 AM to 2:00 PM Central.

6. Other Business/Next Steps

No other business was discussed.
7. Adjourn
Ms. Weathers moved, seconded by Mr. Harm, to adjourn.  The meeting adjourned at 2:17 PM Central on July 11, 2006.
8. Attendees

	Name
	Organization
	July 10
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	Tanya Baggett
	WAPA
	Phone
	

	Clay Calhoun
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Resources
	Phone
	

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Bill Harm
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound Energy
	Phone
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	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Eric Laverty
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Aleks Mitreski
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	Phone
	

	Nancy Parker
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	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
	In Person
	In Person

	Larry Stone
	SoftSmiths, Inc.
	In Person
	

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	Phone
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