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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

Via posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
Jonathan Booe, Project Manager/Meeting Administration
RE:
NAESB WEQ ESS/ITS Conference Call Final Minutes – May 21-22, 2008
DATE:

May 29, 2008


NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Conference Call
May 21, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
May 22, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 400 PM Central
Final Minutes

1. Welcome

Mr. Wood opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Booe gave the antitrust guidance.  The participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Wood reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the group discuss the additional May 28, 2008 meeting.  The agenda was amended to include the discussion.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as revised. The motion passed without opposition.  
2. May 28, 2008 Meeting

Ms. Otondo noted that the ESS/ITS/BPS offered  their meeting on May 28, 2008 so that the ESS/ITS could continue the conditional firm work.  She suggested that the meeting start time be changed from 10:00 am Central to 9:00 am Central.  The participants supported Ms. Otondo’s suggestion.

3. Continued Discussion on Conditional Firm
Next, the participants reviewed the modifications proposed by Mr. Sorenson and the comments provided by other participants in the Additional OATI Comments on Conditional Firm Recommendation as Revised 5/5/08 concentrating on old "Section 6" work paper.  Ms. McIntire initiated discussion with her comment on definition 001-0.nn “Biennial Reassessment”.  She requested that the term “pay” be changed to “committed”.  The participants supported her modification.  Mr. Wood noted that a Salt River Project comment had not been addressed concerning the removal of the term “redispatch” from standard 001-n.  The participants agreed to remove the reference, as it had been removed from other parts of the recommendation.  The group reviewed Mr. Harshbarger’s comment concerning standard -n.1.1 and Ms. Weathers’ comment concerning standard n.1.4 and decided not to accept their proposed modifications.  The participants continued to review the document, addressing and accepting each proposed change through standard n.2.5.
During the previous meeting the subcommittee reached a stalemate regarding the issues concerning proposed standard n.2.5.  Motions 10 and 11 captured in the Conditional Firm Motions document were offered and both failed a balanced vote (Please see the March 7, 2008 ESS/ITS draft minutes).  Mr. Wood stated that upon reexamination of the recommendation, he could support the concept captured in motion 11.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he too would be inclined to support the concept behind motion 11.  The rest of the participants agreed and it was noted on the Conditional Firm Motions document that the subcommittee came to a consensus on the concept that a posting should be made when all applicable system conditions in any CCO Reservation are in effect (i.e. when a CCO reservation will be reduced to a lower curtailment priority, subject to the limitations regarding reliability, security or commercial impacts being separately addressed.)
With consensus regarding the concept, the participants returned to the proposed language for standard n.2.5:   

If the CCO Reservation is subject to the System-Conditions Criteria, the OASIS security template data elements that will be posted by the Transmission Provider in association with each specified condition impacting a CCO Reservation when such condition occurs shall be documented under the provider’s Home Page “Business Practices, Waivers, and Exemptions” hyperlink.

Ms. Weathers stated that she does not believe the security template is the proper place for such information, and that the standard reaches too far into contract conditions.  Ms. Otondo stated that the participants have not decided where the information will be posted and what the posting will consist of.  She explained that during the last meeting the subcommittee discussed whether to post a link to the contract or to a contract summary document, and that several participants did not support creating summary documents for the contracts.  Mr. Green reiterated that he would like the conditions that trigger the reduction in curtailment priority to be posted.  Mr. Pritchard stated that standard n.2.2 addressed these issues.  After further discussion, the participants decided to table the issue, add it to the Conditional Firm Parking Lot document, and readdress it when re-evaluating proposed standard n.2.2.  Proposed standard n.2.5 and the last bullet from standard n.2.4 were removed from the recommendation.

The participants continued reviewing the document. The group accepted Mr. Sorenson’s proposed modifications to standard n.4.1 and n.4.7, but made some modifications to standard n.4.8 before approving.  The group also responded to Mr. Harshbarger’s comment concerning standard n.4.3, stating that the study is to be provided to the transmission customer and not posted on OASIS.   
The participants approved Mr. Sorenson’s proposed standards n.5.1, n.5.2, and n.5.3.  Mr. Wood stated that proposed standard 5.3.1 requires an improper use of the reduction template and that the security template would be the proper place for the information required by the standard.  Ms. Otondo noted that posting the information on the security template should satisfy the transparency issues.  Mr. Prichard stated that reducing the curtailment priority level of conditional firm service may have some effects on ATC calculations that the NERC team did not foresee.  The participants agreed and the item was added to the Conditional Firm Parking Lot document as number 8.  Mr. Pritchard also stated that there needs to be a method for tag validation when reducing curtailment priority level.  He suggested that a flag be used in the transstatus or reduction template.  After further discussion, the participants added numbers 9 and 10 to the Conditional Firm Parking Lot regarding the steps necessary to notice a reduction in curtailment priority.  

The participants reviewed standard n.5.3.2.  Ms. Otondo stated that the group still needs to define what will be posted on the OASIS system data template when a contract is reduced from a curtailment code 7 to a 6.  She stated that she is opposed to requiring operators to identify the conditions that have been triggered.  Mr. Green stated that he understood that motion 11 made clear that once a contract’s curtailment priority is reduced, all of the conditions leading to the that reduction would be posted.  He stated that he wants customers to be able to quickly see what conditions have been triggered, so that other services can be sought if needed.  Ms. Otondo stated that the contract information is required to be posted, and that requiring the Transmission Provider’s to compile that information again in real-time is too burdensome.  The participants continued to discuss what should be posted.  Mr. Green made a motion to revise standard n.5.3.2 to state:
If the CCO Reservation is subject to the System-Conditions Criteria, when a CCO Reservation is reduced in curtailment priority, the Transmission Provider will post on the OASIS security template an identification of each and every system condition that has resulted in the reduced curtailment priority. Such posting will be made as soon as practicable but not later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the conditions.

Mr. Saini suggested that the motion note that information deemed sensitive for reasons of reliability, security, or commercial impact be excluded.  Mr. Green accepted the suggestion as a friendly amendment to his motion.  Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion failed a balanced vote 3 to 4. [See Vote 1].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	0
	4
	4
	0
	2
	2

	Generation
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	3
	4
	7


Ms. Otondo made a motion that standard n.5.3.2 be removed and that no security template posting will be required when a CCO Reservation curtailment priority is reduced.  Mr. Green stated that if this motion passes, no customers will be able to find useful information.  Ms. McIntire stated that the motion adds nothing to the current procedure.  Ms. Otondo stated that the information is already made available and that taking further steps is duplicative.  After further discussion, a simple majority vote was taken.  The motion failed a simple majority vote 3 to 4.  Ms. Otondo, Ms. Weathers, and Mr. Weeres supported the motion.  Mr. Green, Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Hinners, and Ms. McIntire opposed the motion.  Mr. Saini abstained.
Ms. Otondo made a second motion to revise standard n.5.3.2 to state:

If the CCO Reservation is subject to the System-Conditions Criteria, when a CCO Reservation is reduced in curtailment priority, the Transmission Provider will make a posting on the OASIS security template that the system conditions associated with a CCO Reservation have occurred and have resulted in a reduced curtailment priority for a specified CCO Reservation. Such posting will be made as soon as practicable but not later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the conditions.
Posting of information which is deemed to be sensitive for reasons of reliability, security or commercial impacts will be separately addressed and may be included in this section.

The participants discussed the motion.  Ms. Otondo requested a balanced vote.  A balanced vote was taken and the motion failed 1.5 to 6.5. [See Vote 2].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	1
	4
	1.5
	0.5
	2

	Generation
	0
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	1.5
	6.5
	8


Mr. Pritchard noted that the group has not found any middle ground and suggested that standard be removed and that more specific language be added later.  Mr. Green stated that the group voted on whether to remove the standard and that the motion failed.  
Mr. Wood made a motion that standard n.5.3.2 be revised to state:

If the CCO Reservation is subject to the System-Conditions Criteria, when a CCO Reservation is reduced in curtailment priority, the Transmission Provider will make a posting on the OASIS security template either (1) an identification of each and every System Condition Criteria that has resulted in the reduced curtailment priority or (2) the identification of a CCO Reservation for which the System Conditions Criteria that have occurred and have resulted in a reduced curtailment priority for the specified CCO Reservation. Such posting will be made as soon as practicable but not later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the conditions.

The participants discussed the motion and Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion failed a balanced vote 2 to 4.  [See Vote 3].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	2
	4
	6


Mr. Eckelkamp made a motion that standard n.5.3.2 be removed and that the subcommittee proceed under the following concept:
If the CCO Reservation is subject to the System-Conditions Criteria, the OASIS security template data elements will be posted by the Transmission Provider in association with all specified condition(s) impacting a CCO Reservation when such condition(s) occurs. The Transmission Provider will document under the provider’s Home Page “Business Practices, Waivers, and Exemptions” hyperlink.

Mr. Eckelkamp stated that the motion still leaves open the opportunity to notify conditional firm customers.  The participants discussed the motion and Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion passed a balanced vote 5 to 3. [See Vote 4].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	5
	3
	8


Mr. Green made the following motion:

The NAESB standards will include a requirement that the Transmission Provider shall post on OASIS a business practice (either as a document entitled “Conditional Firm Business Practice” or as a section of a larger document clearly labeled “Conditional Firm Business Practice”, at the Transmission Provider’s option) in the “Business Practices, Waivers, Exemptions” hyperlink on the OASIS home page explaining how a Transmission Customer can determine whether a CCO Reservation’s curtailment priority has been reduced (e.g. whether the TP shows this information via the reservation or via the reduction template or both). Such documentation is required to be in place prior to execution of a Conditional Firm Service Agreement.
Mr. Pritchard stated that he supports the concept of having the requirement in the business practices and believes that the gap will be closed with the other practices, but is hesitant to approve the motion prematurely.  Ms. Weathers stated that she believes Transmission Providers will do what is required by the motion without a standard because the FERC already requires it.  Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion failed a balanced vote 3.5 to 4.5 [See Vote 5].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	
	Balanced Vote
	

	
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	1
	3
	4
	0.5
	1.5
	2

	Generation
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	End Users
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	
	
	
	3.5
	4.5
	8


Next, the participants addressed standard 5.3.3.  The group noted that the standard needs to be reviewed with the tagging requirements, so as not to create a double jeopardy situation.  The item was added to the Conditional Firm Parking Lot as item 13.  Mr. Wood suggested that standard n.5.3.4 be removed because the information is already required in the schedule detail standard.  The information is available but masked for 7 days.  The participants agreed and the standard was removed.  Mr. Wood noted that same is true for n.5.5.1, pertaining to the transaction schedule in the scheduledetail template.  The standard was also removed.  The participants reviewed Mr. Sorenson’s proposed standards n.5.6, n.5.6.1, n.5.6.2 and n.5.6.3 and approved his modifications.
The participants continued to review the document and Mr. Sorenson’s comments through standard n.6.1 in the miscellaneous provisions section.  The subcommittee agreed to continue from that point at the next meeting.
The redline recommendation reflecting the modifications described in these minutes can be found on the NAESB website through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its052108a2.doc
4. Schedule Future Meetings

The Participants scheduled meetings through July 2008.  The following meetings were scheduled:

· May 27-28, 2008 – Conference Call 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central both days
· June 10-11, 2008 – Meeting hosted by Midwest ISO in Carmel, Indiana or Duke Energy in Charlotte, North Carolina 

· June 23, 2008 – Conference Call 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central 
· July 15-16, 2008 – Meeting hosted by Midwest ISO in Carmel, Indiana 
5. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 4:00 pm Central.

6. Attendance and Vote
	Name
	Organization
	Subsegment
	May 21st
	May 22nd
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3
	Vote 4
	Vote 5

	Jenella Battles
	Seirra Pacific Resources
	
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	
	Phone
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Mary Dalton
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Transmission
	
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketer/Broker
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Support
	Oppose

	Mike Gildea
	Constellation Energy
	Generation
	
	Phone
	
	Oppose
	Abstain
	
	

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Marketer/Broker
	Phone
	Phone
	Support
	Oppose
	Abstain
	Oppose
	Support

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	IGO/RTO
	
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Gary Hinners
	Reliant Energy
	Generation
	
	Phone
	Support
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Support

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rob Lamoureux
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Natalie McIntire
	AWEA
	Generation
	Phone
	Phone
	Support
	Oppose
	Abstain
	Oppose
	Support

	Ron Mucci
	Ron Mucci Consulting
	Generation
	
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	Support

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Support
	Support
	Abstain
	Support

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	Phone
	
	
	
	
	

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution
	Phone
	Phone
	
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Support
	Oppose

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Support
	Support
	Support
	Oppose

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	Phone
	
	Abstain
	Abstain
	Abstain
	

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Distribution
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Support
	Oppose

	Pat Weeres
	North Western Energy
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Support
	Support
	Oppose

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Support
	Support
	Support
	Oppose
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