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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 Final Meeting Minutes – June 10-11, 2008
DATE:

July 1, 2008


NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
Charlotte, North Carolina – Hosted by Duke Energy

June 10, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
June 11, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 500 PM Eastern
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.  Mr. Skiba noted that the January 15-16, 2008 meeting minutes were posted by the June 6, 2008 deadline but not included on the agenda.  He also noted that the March 24, 2008 meeting minutes had been listed as the March 28, 2008 meeting minutes.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the group approve the April 3-4, 2008 meeting minutes at the next meeting, after she has had an opportunity to submit some redlines.  The participants approved of the suggested changes and the agenda was so amended.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as revised. The motion passed without opposition.  
2. Approval of Meeting Minutes

Mr. Wood reviewed the December 6, 2007 draft meeting minutes and asked the participants if they had any suggested modifications.  Minor modifications were made and Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the minutes as modified.  The motion passed without opposition.  The final meeting minutes can be found through the following link:  December 6, 2007.  
Mr. Wood reviewed the draft December 18, 2007 meeting minutes.  Ms. Otondo made a motion to adopt the minutes as drafted and the motion passed without opposition.  The final meeting minutes can be found through the following link:  December 18, 2007.

Mr. Wood reviewed the January 15-16, 2008 meeting minutes.  Mr. Skiba stated that he had some corrections and proposed them to the participants.  Mr. Skiba made a motion to adopt the minutes as modified and the motion passed without opposition.  The final meeting minutes can be found through the following link:  January 15-16, 2008.

Mr. Wood reviewed the February 25, 2008 meeting minutes.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the minutes as drafted and the motion passed without opposition.   The final meeting minutes can be found through the following link:  February 25, 2008.
Mr. Wood reviewed the March 17, 2008 meeting minutes.  Ms. Otondo proposed a few minor corrections.  She moved to adopt the minutes as modified and the motion passed without opposition.   The final meeting minutes can be found through the following link:  March 17, 2008.

Mr. Wood reviewed the March 24, 2008 meeting minutes.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the minutes as drafted and the motion passed without opposition.   The final meeting minutes can be found through the following link:  March 24, 2008.

3. Respond to Comments submitted in Response to the Conditional Firm Recommendation
The group discussed the most efficient way to review the comments.  At Mr. Wood’s suggestion, the group decided to review the Comments Submitted by W. Weathers, SRP and address the other submitted comments as they arise in the recommendation.  The group also discussed how to address the substantive changes that will have to be made to the Rollover Rights recommendation that was voted out of subcommittee in February.  The group decided to make a note in the summary and Mr. Sorenson suggested the following language:
NOTE: that in adding support for tracking of the provisions for the Conditional Curtailment Option on OASIS, additional changes are being recommended to the templates and template data elements to support the tracking of rollover rights. This is a change to these rollover related data structures over what was previously recommended and ratified as changes to WEQ-002, WEQ-003 and WEQ-013 in February, 2008.  These revisions are intended to minimize the impact of implementation on existing templates while supporting the additional data structures required by this Business Practice Standards recommendation.

Mr. Skiba stated that he would also recommend the subcommittee modify the title of the recommendation before addressing the proposed standards, as the recommendation encompasses more than what is currently described in the title.  The participants agreed and the title was amended. 

Definitions
The participants reviewed the definition section of the recommendation and made modifications based upon the comments submitted and the discussion of the participants.  Mr. Wood noted that the acronym CCO is used in the first definition prior to Conditional Curtailment Option being defined in the second definition.  The participants decided to put the definitions into alphabetical order in order to resolve the issue.  Ms. McIntire and Mr. Sorenson also proposed a few modifications to the CCO definition to make the definition more accurate and grammatically correct.  Mr. Saini suggested that the language “for reliability reasons” be added to the Number of Hours Criteria definition for the purpose of clarity.  The participants approved most of Ms. Weathers’ suggested modifications.
Granting and Managing a CCO Reservation
The participants discussed Ms. Weathers’ proposed modifications.  Ms. Weathers stated that she tried to make the language broad and unspecific to avoid overlapping entities tariffs.  Ms. Glassman stated that she supports the general language because it gives Transmission Providers an opportunity to create their own business practices.  Ms. Rehman stated that she would like to remove the term “document” from the last sentence of the proposed standard.  The participants considered replacing the term with another verb but ultimately decided against the modification.
Limitations and Conditions of Service

Mr. Saini requested that the language “under no obligation” in proposed standard n.1.2 be replaced by “shall not”.  The other participants decided not to use the restrictive “shall not” language proposed by Mr. Saini to provide greater options to Transmission Providers.  Mr. Saini stated that, as an alternative to Ms. Weathers’ proposed modifications to standard n.1.3, he would like to add “the Transmission Provider shall specify in the System Impact Study Agreement” to standard n.1.3.1.  He stated that his proposal would address the issue Ms. Weathers’ was trying to resolve and would make the standard less complicated.  The participants approved Mr. Saini’s suggestion.  Ms. McIntire stated that she would like to remove the “fund” requirement from proposed standard n.1.4, because BPA and some other Transmission Providers around the country do not require “funding” for system upgrades.  The participants removed the term and made other modifications to the proposed standard to add clarity.  Mr. Eckelkamp noted that Transmission Customers do not make choices regarding service agreements as referenced in standard n.1.5.  Ms. Weathers’ agreed and suggested “as documented in the service agreement” be added to the standard.  The group modified the language in proposed standard n.1.6 to add clarity, but decided not to answer the question concerning priority of service proposed in the comments by Ms. Weathers.  This determination was made so that the standard would remain less restrictive.  Ms. Weathers noted that she moved standard n.1.7 to the Miscellaneous section of the recommendation.  The participants approved. 
Posting Requirements Once Service has been Granted

Next, the participants discussed what is required by the curtailment condition description of standard n.2.1.2.  Ms. Otondo stated that she is concerned that she will be required to give system conditions.  Ms. Weathers suggested that “curtailment condition” be replaced by “curtailment criteria”.  The group approved of the language, intentionally leaving it vague.  Ms. Rehman stated that she approved of the language proposed by Ms. Weathers for standard n.2.1.3, but would like to change the last sentence to read “based on the next Biennial Reassessment”.  The participants supported her proposed modifications.  Mr. Sorenson suggested a minor addition to Ms. Weathers’ third proposed bullet.  The participants approved the modification.  
The participants reviewed proposed standard n.2.2.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he does not know if the NERC team has considered the inclusion of a methodology in the ATCID for CCO capacity once the curtailment priority level has changed.  Ms. Weathers stated that she would like to omit the standard.  She asked why she should be required to provide a methodology if there is not a contract that necessitates it.  Mr. Green stated that if the product [CCO] is going to be available for sale, there should be a method to account for it.  Ms. McIntire asked if the group agreed that a methodology should be posted once a contract is accepted. The participants agreed.  The group discussed whether the issue should be addressed by NAESB or NERC.  After further discussion, Mr. Skiba made a motion that standard n.2.2 be struck.  Mr. Green asked, if the motion fails, is the group still undecided where the methodology would be posted.  Mr. Skiba affirmed that the posting decision had not been made.  The group discussed how the product would be evaluated if there isn’t a methodology posted.  Ms. Rehman called the question.  Ms. Rehman’s motion failed and the group continued to discuss the repercussions of removing the standard.  After much discussion, Mr. Eckelkamp again called the question. His motion passed without opposition.  Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion passed a balanced vote 5 to 2 and the standard was removed.  [See Vote 1].  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	0
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	5
	2
	7


Biennial Reassessment 

Mr. Skiba began discussion on the third section of the standards by suggesting that the “of service” be removed from the title of the section.  The participants agreed.  Next, the group decided to remove the last sentence from standard n.3.1 and make it stand alone standard n.3.1.1.  Ms. McIntire asked the group if the term “similar situated” in standard n.3.1.1.2 was defined.  Ms. Rehman stated that it is defined in the Order.  Mr. Pritchard directed the group’s attention to paragraph 585 of Order 890-A, and noted that the paragraph directly addresses the issues in standards n.3.1.1.1 through n.3.1.1.3.  Based upon the language in Order 890-A the group crafted new standards language for n.3.1.2.1 through n.3.1.2.4.  Ms. Brae stated that standard n.3.1.2.3 addresses the PacifiCorp comments concerning the section.  Mr. Saini stated that there is some ambiguity regarding the timing in standard n.3.1.2.3.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the six month timeline referenced in standard n.3.1.2.3 is measured from the study due date of the initial Biennial Reassessment which was waived.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the intent of the standard was not to create a cascade effect.  The group decided to add that language to the standard for clarity.   
Next, Mr. Sorenson made a motion to strike standard n.3.4 allowing the deadline discussed in the previous standards to be negotiated.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the section may be valuable to those parties wishing to negotiate the deadline.  A simple majority vote was taken and the motion passed.  Mr. Green, Ms. Weathers, and Ms. Rehman voted in favor.  Mr. Pritchard opposed.  Mr. Saini and Ms. Otondo abstained.  The participants returned to Ms. Weathers’ proposed standard n.3.2 and decided to strike it.
The participants approved Ms. Weathers’ modifications to standard n.3.3, n.3.3.1, and n.3.3.2 and only made minor grammatical modifications.  Mr. Sorenson stated that there is no need to repeat that the standard 3.5.1 does not apply to bridge customers.  Mr. Saini stated that he would like to change the time given to Transmission Providers in standard 3.5.1 from 30 calendar days to 60 calendar days.  Mr. Green stated that the modification would only give Transmission Customers 30 calendar days to make a decision on a service contract that can last multiple years.  Ms. McIntire noted that the issue had already been discussed by the group and agreed upon in the WestConnect proposal.  The participants decided to leave the proposed standard unchanged.  The participants decided to put a new standard into the recommendation between standards 3.5.2 and 3.5.3 requiring an amendment to the service agreement if a new contract termination date is created.  The participants made a few modifications to standards n.3.6 and n.3.7 to add clarity.
Management and Curtailment of Service

Ms. McIntire stated that she would like to add posting to the requirement that the procedure be established and implemented in standard n.4.1.  Ms. Otondo and Ms. Weathers stated that the standard addresses internal procedures and should be struck.  Mr. Saini stated that he does not see any harm in leaving it in for the Transmission Customers.  Mr. Sorenson stated that many people believe the standard n.4.1 is implied.  The participants decided to strike the standard, and not to accept Ms. Weathers’ proposed modifications to standard n.4.2.
In review of standard n.4.3.1 the participants decided to put in a reference to both WEQ-002 and WEQ-013 for completeness.  Ms. McIntire stated that the standard touches on the transparency issues she and Mr. Green had noted.  She stated that if the information is posted on the reduction template and on OASIS, she does not see the harm in posting the conditions.  Mr. Sorenson agreed that it would not be that much more difficult to include the conditions.  Mr. Wood stated that the EMS systems are firewalled and are unavailable to automate the process.  Mr. Green stated that he would like to make a motion to overturn the previous vote on the issue.  He made the following motion:

Information will be posted on OASIS that documents when any specific individual applicable system condition in any CCO Reservation is in effect. Such postings shall 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. 

Mr. Eckelkamp stated that he believes the data being requested in the motion is market sensitive.  Ms. McIntire offered a friendly amendment that the first sentence be modified to read, “Information will be communicated to CCO Customers when any system condition in their contract is in effect”.  Mr. Green accepted the language as a friendly amendment.  Mr. Saini asked if the motion could be amended so that the information is not required to be posted on OASIS.  Mr. Green modified his motion to read as follows:
Information will be communicated to CCO Customers when any system condition in their contract is in effect. Such notice shall be made as soon as practicable but not later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the conditions. Such communication is not required to be made on OASIS. Notice of information which is deemed to be sensitive for reasons of reliability, security or commercial impacts will be separately addressed.
Mr. Skiba called the question and there was no opposition.  Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion failed a balanced vote 3.5 to 4.5.  [See Vote 2].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	
	Balanced Vote
	

	
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	0
	5
	5
	0
	2
	2

	Generation
	3
	0
	3
	2
	0
	2

	Marketers/Brokers
	3
	1
	4
	1.5
	0.5
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	End Users
	
	
	
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	
	
	
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	
	
	
	3.5
	4.5
	8


Ms. Rehman made a motion that a single list containing a service description of the System Conditions Criteria for each CCO Reservation shall be provided on OASIS and, in the same place on OASIS, the TP shall identify and post when each criterion is triggered.  Mr. Green seconded the motion.  Several of the participants asked Ms. Rehman to explain the intent of the motion.  Ms. Rehman responded that she intends for there to be a comprehensive list on OASIS populated by the conditions that are in effect.  Mr. Wood stated that the customers presently can farm the data and create this type of list.  Mr. Saini asked how this motion differed from the previous motion.  Mr. Wood stated that, as a chair of the subcommittee, he is declaring the motion out of order and directed the subcommittee to move forward.  Mr. Green opposed Mr. Woods’s decision and stated that he believes the motion was similar but not identical to the previous motion and that similar action had been taken in the past.
The participants continued through the section and made a few minor modifications to the remaining standards.
Miscellaneous Provisions

Mr. Sorenson stated that he opposes referring to OASIS request types in standards, as done in standard n.5.2, and would suggest that the language be modified to refer to the request types abstractly.  The participants agreed.  Ms. Weathers stated that she believes there are holes in this section of the recommendation because the redirect and transfer standards do not reference conditional firm.  The participants discussed how CCO Reservations can be redirected and transferred and how the parent and child reservations should be treated.  Based upon their discussion the participants began to draft standards to redirect, transfer, and resale CCO capacity.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he had developed a method for handling redirects, transfers and resales.  He explained that the concept is based upon accumulating the hours.  The participants approved the concept and Mr. Sorenson undertook to draft some standards language for the next meeting implementing his concept.  Ms. Weathers stated that she would also draft some language specific to the rated system path methodology. Mr. Sorenson proposed that subcommittee agree not to modify any language already reviewed.  The subcommittee was hesitant to place a restriction on modifications, given that the final section of the recommendation is incomplete.  
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_its061008a2.doc
4. Schedule of Future Meetings

The participants scheduled meetings through October 2008.  The following meetings were scheduled:

· June 23, 2008 – Conference Call 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
· July 15-16, 2008 – Hosted by Midwest ISO in Carmel, Indiana 
· August 20-22, 2008 – Hosted by El Paso in Colorado Springs, Colorado 

· September 3, 2008 – Conference Call 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
· September 17-19, 2008 – Hosted by Salt River Project in Phoenix, Arizona 
· October 1, 2008 – Conference Call 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
5. Adjournment
The meeting was adjourned at 5:01 pm Eastern.
6. Attendance and Vote
	Name
	Organization
	Subsegment
	June 10th
	June 11th
	Vote 1
	Vote 2

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power Company
	Generation
	Phone
	
	
	

	Rebecca Berdahl
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Transmission
	
	Phone
	
	

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	
	Present
	Present
	
	

	Shelia Brae
	PacifiCorp
	Transmission
	Phone
	
	
	

	Jim Cyrulewski
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	Phone
	
	

	Rhonda Johnson
	Duke Energy Americas
	Marketer/Broker
	
	Phone
	
	Support

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketer/Broker
	Phone
	Phone
	Support
	Oppose

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Marketer/Broker
	Present
	Present
	Oppose
	Support

	Gary Hinners
	Reliant Energy
	Generation
	
	Phone
	
	Support

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Corp
	Transmission
	
	Phone
	
	Oppose

	Natalie McIntire
	AWEA
	Generation
	Present
	Present
	Abstain
	Support

	Ron Mucci
	Ron Mucci Consulting
	Generation
	
	Phone
	
	Support

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	Transmission
	Present
	Present
	Support
	Oppose

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	Phone
	
	

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution
	Present
	Present
	Oppose
	Oppose

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Support
	Oppose

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	Present
	Present
	Support
	Oppose

	Matt Schingle
	Entergy
	Transmission
	Phone
	
	
	

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Present
	Present
	Abstain
	Abstain

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	End User
	Present
	Present
	Abstain
	Abstain

	Jennifer Vossburg
	NRG
	Marketer/Broker
	
	Phone
	
	Support

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Distribution
	Present 
	Present
	Support
	Oppose

	Kathy Wesley
	PJM
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	
	Support
	

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	Present
	Present
	Support
	Oppose

	Kathy York
	TVA
	Generation
	
	Phone
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