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TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, Meeting Administrator / Project Manager

RE:
Joint WEQ ESS and ITS Meeting Final Minutes – April 15, 2008

DATE:

June 30, 2008
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Joint ESS/ITS Conference Call

April 15, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES 
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Cunningham gave the anti-trust guidance.  Ms. Rehman noted that the header in the Agenda needed to be changed to reflect the correct title of the subcommittee.   Mr. Wood asked for a motion to adopt the agenda with noted corrections.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the agenda as amended and Ms. Otondo seconded the motion.  The subcommittee determined the following minutes would be reviewed and approved at the next meeting.  Any additional meeting minutes posted prior to the May meeting will also be reviewed by the subcommittee and noted on the Agenda.
· December 6, 2007
· December 18, 2007

· February 25, 2008

· March 17, 2008

· March 28, 2008

2. Review of Informal Comments of Conditional Firm Issues including Revisions to Appendix C

Mr. Wood opened the discussion by stating there were only a few comments posted on the NAESB website.  The group addressed the comments submitted in response to the subcommittee’s request for informal comments on the ESS/ITS Issues- Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The ESS/ITS Issues- Conditional Firm Recommendations (clean version) document can be found via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its040408reqcom_a2.doc.
Ms. Otondo suggested the group review the issues in conjunction with the comments received from subcommittee members and other interested parties.  The group reviewed Issue 1 of the ESS/ITS Issues with Conditional Firm Recommendation.
  Ms. Otondo stated she would not want to address this issue in the proposed standard.  Ms. Rehman stated the proposed standard does not directly address redispatch and language (such as terms of conditions and a brief description) may need to be included in the recommendation.  Ms. Otondo remarked that conditional firm is necessary for the standard because of the tracking.  She contended that planning redispatch may not need to be included in the proposed standards.  Mr. Wood stated planning redispatch is added to the reservation and may operate in a variety of conditions.  Mr. Sorenson noted there is nothing in OASIS that is relative to how a transmission provider (TP) will handle redispatch.  He stated his concern about what FERC wants as it relates to tracking of conditional firm.  Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Otondo stated that planning redispatch should be noted in the preamble or introduction of the business practices.  The group determined that planning redispatch will be addressed in the introduction for the business practices that states that planning redispatch may be an adjunct to conditional curtailment option.  No additional OASIS functionality is needed at this time.  Mr. Skiba noted the group can only work on a new functionality if it is included in the Annual Plan or an individual submits a Standards Request.  Mr. Saini stated he would conduct research as to whether a separate business practice standards will be necessary.  The group added this item to the General Parking Lot Issue with the following language:  Review current standards and 890 requirements and determine if additional OASIS functionality is required for Planning Redispatch.  Mr. Saini will research.  
Subsequently, the group reviewed and held discussion on Issue 2 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm Recommendation
.  Mr. Skiba noted that Midwest ISO submitted a comment in response to Issue 2.  Ms. Otondo noted that a distinction needs to be made between short-term versus long-term service.  She stated Issue 25 deals with short-term, long-term, functionality, and if it is determined the CCO customer is first in line for service.  The group determined that the status to Issue 2 was in conjunction to Issue 25
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm.  The group determined Order 890-A required the distinction between short-term and long-term ATC service.  The group further determined that when a conditional firm customer is in curtailment priority 6, ATC calculation will not release (postback) firm capacity to the market.  The group will further discuss this issue at the April 29-30 meeting.  
Next, the group reviewed and discussed Issue 3 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm Recommendation
.  Ms. Rehman noted that BPA drafted a definition for conditional curtailment.  Mr. Sorenson noted that additional language is needed in the business practices regarding conditional curtailment.  Mr. Wood also noted that a communication link between tagging may need to be added to OASIS.  Mr. Pritchard stated that conditional curtailment refers to 6NN in the business practice and is not an OASIS term.  Upon Mr. Sorenson’s recommendation, the group determined that all explicit specifications of data elements would be removed and the following language would be added to the proposed standard:  “shall be curtailed on par with secondary network and identified separately from secondary network in the RFI (tag).”  The group agreed with the principles outlined in Issues 4
 and 5
 and will review the proposed standard to ensure it accurately reflects the principle.  In regards to Issue 6
, the group determined that “6-CF” or “6CF” will be used as necessary throughout the standards.

The group subsequently reviewed and discussed Issue 7
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Mr. Wood noted the transstatus template is different from a reduction template.  He questioned whether all information from the existing template should be added to a new template.  Mr.Gilbert preferred that one or more supporting templates hold the data and instead of expanding the transstatus template, the transstatus would indicate there is additional information available.  Mr. Sorenson opposed a type attribute of the service.  He noted certain conditions will have to be flagged and will be the key to execute the other template query.  He further noted the other template should be in CSV format instead of XML format.  Mr. Pritchard noted a place will be needed for a customer to request the study of conditional firm.  Ms. Otondo stated the TP is required to have conditional firm studied and the customer would need to opt out of the study in the study agreement.  Ms. Glassman noted a conflict between a customer requesting or declining the study process.  Mr. Gilbert made the following motion: Move that additional templates be used to support the new functionality being requested for Conditional Firm, Rollover, and any other items where data elements would otherwise be added to transstatus.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Sorenson.  No discussion took place on the motion. By a simple majority vote (with abstentions from Mr. Bates and Mr. Sorenson), the motion failed.  
Mr. Saini noted that it will be more difficult to implement a new template than to have fields added to an existing template.  Mr. Sorenson stated it is more difficult to add data elements to the template.  Mr. Skiba and Ms. Otondo agreed that conditional firm should maintain a separate template.  Mr. Sorenson stated a second template could contain conditional firm, rollover, and rollover renewals.  Mr. Wood stated conditional firm should be moved to a new template and the transstatus should remain as it exists.  Mr. Gilbert made the following motion:  Move that additional template(s) be used to support the new functionality being requested for Conditional Firm.  The subcommittee subsequently held discussion regarding the motion.  Mr. Gilbert stated a new template would house all the same data elements but would be placed in a separate template.  He noted that conditions would need to be defined and if necessary, tracking could be included.  By a simple majority vote (with abstentions from Mr. Saini, Mr. Bates, Ms. Otondo, Mr. Sorenson, and Mr. Skiba), the motion passed.  As it relates to Issue 7, the subcommittee determined that transstatus would need an indicator to note there is additional information.  The group further determined that one or more templates (CSV or XML) would be created to capture additional attributes and there would be no specific requirement for declaration of customer desire with respect to study of conditional firm options.  Finally, the group decided new template(s) will be developed.
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion on Issue 8
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with Conditional Firm.  Mr. Sorenson stated the intent was to have a reference to information in the template.  He noted the TP will have to decide what information to make available since it is free form.  He further noted the service agreement or a synopsis of the service agreement with the conditions of the curtailment could be posted.  Ms. Otondo stated for specificity purposes, that the service agreement should be posted.  Ms. Weathers questioned whether it should be posted separately if it is not needed for OASIS purposes.  Mr. Sorenson stated since the templates are open, specificity is necessary and thus will need to be posted separately.  Ms. Glassman stated the template should have a free form field that would describe the system condition or the FERC docket number for the filing of  the service agreement could be posted instead of service agreement.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the posting of the service agreement will be an optional means to comply with the statement of conditions.  He remarked that such information should include the reasons for conditional service and documentation for template elements.  The group determined that the posting of service agreement will be an optional means to comply with statement of conditions.  The group further determined that the posting of service agreement will not be required.

Next, the group reviewed and conversed about Issue 9
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Ms. Otondo questioned the meaning of “reassessment due time.”  Mr. Sorenson explained that reassessment due time should be defined as 90 days prior to the end of the biennial period.  He stated that it must occur prior to any deadline for exercising rollover rights.  The group held further discussion regarding reassessment due time.  Ms. Otondo contended the language was unclear as to whether the System Impact Study (SIS) is needed to be tendered for a biennial assessment and whether the customer will be liable for coverage.  Mr. Sorenson noted that Order 676 instituted a timeline for long term service in which the customer has a response time limit of 15 days.  Ms. Rehman also noted this language was included in WEQ-001.  Mr. Pritchard questioned the time in which a customer would have to respond for a SIS.  Mr. Wood stated the customer would have to respond within 30 days of signing the service agreement.  Ultimately, the group determined that the “reassessment due time” will be 90 days prior to the time at which any new conditions would apply and represents the time that the reassessment study results are to be delivered to the customer.  The group further established that the customer should have a 60 days response time, same as the practice developed by WECC.  As it relates to Issue 10
, the group established that NAESB will not develop business practices because the issue may be addressed in each TP’s non-conforming contract or business practice.  The group determined in response to Issue 11
 that the proposed standard language would be include in the new template.  The group further responded in Issue 12
 that the proposed language in Section 4.2 would be modified to include “not.”

The group subsequently held discussion regarding Issue 13
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm Recommendation.  During the discussion, the group answered subset questions relating to Issue 13.  Ms. Otondo stated that “Termination” means the ending of service effective on the date when conditions have changed or been altered.  Mr. Sorenson noted the reassessment due time has to be prior to the customer’s exercise of their rollover rights.  Mr. Pritchard responded a renewal of a conditional firm will trigger a reassessment.  The subcommittee determined  that if the reassessment study specifies that conditions have changed, the customer may terminate the agreement.  However, if conditions are unchanged or less onerous, the agreement will continue.  The group further agreed that if the conditions change, the customer will have 60 days to notify the TP whether it will continue service or will terminate the contract.  The group responded that if the customer terminates the agreement, the date of termination will be the date “conditions may be changed.”  However, if the conditions change and the customer does not notify the TP whether it will continue service, the agreement continues with the new conditions.  The group further agreed that if the customer continues service, the date of the new conditions will be specified in the service agreement.  The subcommittee decided that there was no need to address how or where rollover rights fit into the timeline in the business practice.
Subsequently, the group determined that Issue 14
 was tied to the reassessment time frame.  The subcommittee further determined for Issues 15
 and 16
 that these issues did not require any further attention.  The group agreed that as it relates to Issue 17
, to keep Section 6.2 within the proposed standards but to revise the language within the section.  
The group reviewed and discussed Issue 18
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The group also discussed subsets of Issue 18.  The group determined that notice of curtailment risk is different than actual curtailment and the text needs to be modified to reflect this difference.  The group further determined that the notice of curtailment risk is different than actual curtailment.  Mr. Sorenson stated the reduction template is a system of programmatic queries along with the reservation changes in capacity.  It was stated the reduction template occurs in reductions in capacity rather than an outage and noted concerns that members of the industry have with using the reduction template because the reduction was in MWs instead of the NERC priority level.  Mr. Sorenson stated some industry members use the reduction as a cap to scheduling rights instead of an actual reduction in capacity.  The group responded to Issue 18(d) that the end state is the most important information and it is already captured in the current reduction template.  The subcommittee doesn’t feel that an audit is necessary at this time.  Additionally, the group noted in Issue 18(e), that the 1.8 tagging specifications already addressed the issue of TPs being able to change the tag.  In the discussion of Issue 19,
the group agreed that a narrative is optional and not required and the field is already included within the template.  
Next, the group reviewed and discussed Issue 20
 of the ESS/ITS Issues with the Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Mr. Sorenson noted tags may be stacked.  Mr. Wood stated that stacking tags occurs if a scheduled tag occurs across a path, a customer may use multiple reservations to acquire enough MWs to supply the tag.  Mr. Sorenson noted the difficulty with this issue is when tags are stacked.  He noted that when more transmission service is allocated than it must be decided how reservations are supporting this energy.  He contended that stacking creates problems with accounting.  Mr. Eckelkamp stated he agreed with Mr. Sorenson’s rationale regarding stacking.  Mr. Pritchard responded that if there is tag that has two reservations and one part of the tag is curtailed, accounting will only stipulate that both reservations have experienced curtailing hours.  Mr. Sorenson responded that if NAESB wants to allow stacking, one hour should be tacked for each transmission.  He further stated that multiple CCOs, that are supporting the tag, may each be curtailed and tagged one hour.  Ms. Otondo stated that the study of number of hours would need to include this possibility.  Mr. Sorenson responded that if the maximum cap has been met, the TP will be reinstated to 7 and not dropped to 6.  
After relinquishing the chair to Ms. Otondo, Mr. Wood made the following motion:  TP may allow customers to stack more than one CCO reservation on a given transaction segment and take out 6.4.1.2 from the current recommendation.  The group held discussion on the motion.  Mr. Eckelkamp stated this motion is explicitly stated in the proposed standard.  Mr. Bates questioned whether vertical and horizontal stacking was available for stacking of the CCO reservation.  Mr. Eckelkamp responded that the tagging specifications allow for vertical and horizontal tagging.  With a simple majority vote (with abstentions from Mr. Saini, Mr. Wood, Mr. Bates, Mr. Gresh, and Ms. McIntyre), the motion failed.  
Ms. Weathers made the following motion:  In concept, we adopt the first part of the #20 (6.4.1.2 For a given Transmission Provider physical segment, The Transmission Provider shall deny any attempts to reference more than one CCO transmission service reservation in a given Request for Interchange submitted by a customer.).  The motion was seconded by Mr. Pritchard.  There was no discussion held on the motion.  With a simple majority vote (with abstentions from Mr. Bates, Mr. Skiba, and Ms. McIntyre), the motion failed.  
Mr. Eckelkamp made the following motion:  Allow for stacking of CCO reservations on a Request for Interchange.  Accounting for curtailments of CCO MWs and hours will be done on a TP basis.  The group held discussion on the motion.  Ms. Rehman noted that stacking is not a standard and a compliance issue is not present in this matter.  Mr. Green stated accounting needed to be included in this motion.  With a simple majority vote (with abstentions from Mr. Skiba, Mr. Bates, Ms. Weathers, and Ms. Otondo), the motion passed.  Mr. Wood will revise Section 6.4.2. to include language from the motion.  The ESS/ITS Motions on the Conditional Firm Recommendation document is available for viewing via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its041508a3.doc.  

As it relates to Issue 23
, the group agreed there was no pressing need for different posting requirements.  The subcommittee decided to eliminate any specific language in section 6.6 on curtailment posting.  Ms. Rehman stated that more research on the posting requirements is still needed.  
3. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· April 29-30, 2008, conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB
4. Action Items

· Mr. Sorenson and Mr. Gilbert will write a new template.
· Mr. Wood will revise Section 6.4.2. to include language from the motion.  
5. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:11p.m. Eastern on April 15, 2008.

6.
Attendance

	Name:
	Organization:
	April 15

	Natalie McLntyre
	American Wind Energy Association
	Phone

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Services
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone

	Rebecca Berdahl
	BPA
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Charlotte Glassman
	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	In Person

	Jim Cyruleswki
	JDRJC Associates
	Phone

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	In Person

	Rob Lamoureaux
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	In Person

	Jenella Battles
	Nevada Power
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person

	Richard Bishop
	PacifiCorp
	Phone

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	Phone

	Joe Segal
	PJM
	Phone

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Dan Baisden
	Southern Company 
	Phone

	Greg Gilbert
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Kevin Bates
	SPP
	In Person

	Wendy Weathers
	SRP
	Phone


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Issues with Conditional Firm Recommendation Concepts document.]� Issue 1: May offer combination of hours/conditions? Need cite = Order 890, paragraph 960. Combination of planning redispatch and CCO (with CCO having to pick either hours or conditions, but not both). Can have planning redispatch or CCO (with CCO having to pick either hours or conditions, but not both) or combined planning redispatch with CCO (with CCO having to pick either hours or conditions, but not both).


� Issue 2: First in line for short term firm ATC that becomes available? If so, how?


� Issue 25: Should New Firm Capacity be “assigned” to the conditional firm customer first? How would this occur? In practice, does this mean not releasing the capacity (in the amount of conditional firm service granted) for firm sales? Will this impact the terms of the agreement (e.g. would the contractual number of hours decrease or the conditions change)? (related to item 26) Can we distinguish between the availability of ATC in the short term versus the availability of ATC in the long term? Can newly released ATC be “held” for the CCO customer that was first in queue? What happens to that ATC in the interim? Does it go to market or does it go to the first queued CCO customer? 


�Issue 3: Definition of Conditional Curtailment refers to tagging priority (6NN) which is not in OASIS (NERC curtailment equal to 6 would be the OASIS equivalent/designation). Need to review and adjust accordingly.


� Issue 4: Under the number of hours option, the count for number of hours is when curtailment of a tag actually occurs during a reduced priority hour/period. Curtailment when in priority of 7, does not count in the number of hours. Reduction in tag curtailment priority alone does not count in the number of hours. See 3.1.1 and 6.3 of OATI + WC draft.


� Issue 5: If priority is dropped from 7 to 6, does not mean will automatically begin curtailing. Reduction in NERC curtailment code only means that if curtailments do occur, this transmission will be curtailed with other 6 curtailment code transactions – after transactions with curtailment codes of 1 through 5 and before transactions with a curtailment code of 7. Need to review language to ensure it is not suggested that this will occur.


� Issue 6: Need some mechanism such as an additional priority code other than 6NN for tag validation because conditional firm can be used for a Designated Network Resource. Also, need to be able to differentiate so that don’t trigger an unreserved used penalty.


� Issue 7: Do we modify transstatus or create a new template for tracking condition hours, etc? 


� Issue 8: 3.3 – need further discussion: Is it needed? Is it the Service Agreement that should be posted? Should it be a “document”? More specificity on what “detailed” would include? Can a query of OASIS suffice, such as described in 3.3.1?


� Issue 9: Is the biennial study completed by a date certain or started by a date certain? OATI + WC draft is written as a completed date, could be changed to a target date completed. 4.3 and 4.4 “Reassessment due time” Should tender of study be 15 days before this date? Section 4.7 


� Issue 10: Is there a need for new SIS agreement for biennial assessment with a cost estimate? Should NAESB address or is this a TP/Regional practice? This will have some bearing on how #9 above is handled.


� Issue 11: 3.5 of Draft Standard - How much specificity in data elements should we include or exclude in these standards.  One could argue that all these references to data elements be deferred to the Implementation Guide. 3.5 says generically that TP must provide data, but does not say when, where, what. We need a stake in the ground for what information goes in what standards.


� Issue 12: Check Order 890/890-A to see if 4.2 of proposed standards is correct.


�Issue 13:  4.5.1 If customer decides based on the biennial reassessment not to continue service, when does the service terminate? Reassessment due time? End of current biennial period? On the date the new curtailment conditions would become effective? Others? Should NAESB make a standard on the termination date versus a TP/TC contract specific definition? Is there a pro forma Service Agreement (or rider to the LT Firm Service Agreement)? Need to ensure that terminology is consistent throughout the standard. 


� Issue 14: 3.5 – multiple sets of conditional data elements for one contract, continuation records?


� Issue 15: Don’t duplicate rollover rights provisions. They should follow the same standards for rollovers that all other LT firm service uses (WEQ-001-9.7) Will need to verify that 9.7 has all of the needed pieces. Delete 5.2 and 5.1 of OATI + WC draft?


� Issue 16: Review 5.3 – reassessment time line vs. rollover rights notification – need to make sure this is appropriate, for example if term of contract is 3 years – how does it fit into reassessment?


�Issue 17:  Review 6.2 against Order 890 and 890-A to determine when can curtailment. Paragraph 566 of 890-A


�Issue 18:  As currently written, 6.3 requires notification through the reduction template that priority has been reduced.  


�Issue 19: Should TP provide a reduction reason associated with the OASIS reduction template when moving priority from 7 to 6 and again when moving priority from 6 to 7? Should we 1) be silent on this, 2) explicitly state its optional, or 3) required TPs to supply REDUCTION_REASON. 


�Issue 20:  6.4.1.2 For a given Transmission Provider physical segment, The Transmission Provider shall deny any attempts to reference more than one CCO transmission service reservation in a given Request for Interchange submitted by a customer.� Need to consider various permutations and make sure this is what we recommend. This is in reference to stacked tags.


� Issue 23: Are 6.6 and 6.6.1 and 6.6.2. sections needed? – the requirements for posting curtailed schedules of any kind are elsewhere. WEQ-001-1.6 (f) information to be posted on OASIS, requires the posting of schedules 7 calendar days from the start of service. Order 605 requires posting of curtailed schedules, which may not be in the WEQ requirements. Search of WEQ standards for “7” didn’t turn up any additional references. Should any of these be in the implementation guide? (While not included in the Conditional Firm Issues Document, in Order 889 FERC required posting of all schedules.  Order 605 requested the industry to increase transparency which resulted in work on scheduledetail. The scheduledetail was subsequently adopted by FERC.)





WEQ Joint ESS/ITS Meeting April 15, 2008

Final Minutes
Page 1

