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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 (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Meetings Final Minutes – February 4-5, 2009
DATE:

June 15, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
February 4, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Mountain Standard
February 5, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Mountain Standard
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves in the room and on the phone.  The group held discussion on the revisions to the agenda.  Mr. Sorenson moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as amended.
· Approval of Meeting Minutes
· September 17-19, 2008

The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the draft minutes.  Revisions were suggested to Section 3, 7, and 8 of the minutes.  Ms. Rehman suggested revisions to Section 3 and Section 7 and Section 8.  Ms. Rehman noted that the outcome of Vote 1 was not recorded in the minutes.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as amended.  The meeting minutes were approved as amended.  The final version of the minutes is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its100108fm.doc.
· October 1, 2008

The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the minutes.  Revisions were suggested throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Eckelkamp seconded the motion.  The final version of the minutes is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its100108fm.doc.
· Administrative Update

· Draft Administrative Procedures Posted for February 18, 2009 Meeting

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft of the WEQ ESS/ITS Administrative Procedures.  Ms. Otondo stated that she drafted the procedures to be used by the subcommittee.  She further stated that these procedures must be consistent with the NAESB by-laws and other governing documents as it relates to the NAESB procedural process.  Mr. Sorenson made the following motion: Approve the use of the draft Administrative Procedures as subject to subsequent revision as necessary.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the Administrative Procedures document.  Mr. Saini moved to table the motion for discussion at the following meeting.  After further discussion, Mr. Saini withdrew the motion.  Mr. Skiba called the question.  The majority of the group was in favor of calling the question.  With a simple majority vote, the motion failed (with Mr. Saini, Ms. Rehman, Mr. Green, and Mr. Eckelkamp opposed).  A single topic call subcommittee meeting is scheduled for February 24, 2009, 10:00am to 4:00p.m. Central to discuss the draft Administrative Procedures document.  
· 2009 Annual Plan Item 3.d -  Order 717 Reassigned to BPS
Mr. Skiba noted that the 2009 Annual Plan Item 3.d. – Order 717 will be discussed during the February 2009 WEQ BPS call.  The recommendation is expected to be posted for informal comments and voted upon during the March 2009 WEQ BPS call.
2. Update from the ESS/ITS Co-Chairs on WEQ Executive Committee (EC)
Mr. Sorenson provided a brief update to the group as it relates to the WEQ EC meeting held February 3, 2009.  He stated that the following two recommendations were reviewed by the EC: 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 6.m/R07007 - Update the Timing Table to Reflect the Categories (On-time, Late, After-the-fact, and Pre-late) used in the latest E-Tag Specification with respect to receipt of an Arranged Interchange (RFI)) and 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 6.b/R07020 – (Delayed for action at the November 2008 EC meeting) Develop a NAESB time and inadvertent management business practice that provides additional inadvertent payback options and improved time control.  He noted that the first recommendation updated the market assessment to be consistent with the NERC reliability assessment time.  He said the Standards Review Subcommittee (SRS) submitted comments during the formal comment period and the EC agreed to incorporate these changes into the recommendation.  The proposed business practice standard passed the EC by a supermajority vote.  In regards to the second recommendation, the EC held extensive discussion as it relates to proposed modifications by the Inadvertent Leadership.  There were two amendments offered to the recommendation that were approved by the EC.  However, the participants took a super majority roll call vote on the motion to adopt the recommendation as amended, however there were an insufficient number of votes cast to determine the outcome.  A notational ballot was sent to all EC members on February 9, 2009.  

Mr. Sorenson stated that a minor correction submitted by Ms. Rehman of BPA was reviewed and approved by the EC.  He said that the EC held significant discussion in regards to the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) reporting to the Electronic Scheduling and Information Technology subcommittees (ESS/ITS) or being considered as a WEQ subcommittee.  A motion was approved by the EC in which the JISWG is not required to gain WEQ ESS /ITS approval of its recommendations before sending them out for formal comment.  The EC also tasked the subcommittee and working group co-chairs to meet and develop a recommendation as to whether the ESS/ITS should or should not be formally recognized as a single subcommittee.  

The 2009 WEQ Annual Plan was approved by the Executive Committee and will be considered for approval during the March NAESB Board meeting.  Mr. Harshbarger, co-chair of JISWG, provided a brief overview of the recommendation approved by JISWG in regards to 2009 WEQ Annual Plan Item 3.a.vi:  Mr. Harshbarger made the following motion: The WEQ EC adopts and supports the recommendation presented by the JISWG regarding the NAESB 2009 Annual Plan item 3.a.vi, Transition of e-Tag Specification and schema to NAESB.  The EC approved the motion and the e-Tag specification will be a NAESB technical implementation guide.  

Mr. Sorenson stated NAESB will host a two-day workshop at the MGM Grand in Las Vegas, Nevada.  Mr. Boswell, NAESB General Counsel will teach a half day class dealing with NAESB Roles and Responsibilities.  Mr. Miles of FERC will host a day and a half course that relates to negotiation skills.  There will be no charge to attend the class and is on a first come-first serve basis.  More details are to follow from the NAESB office.

3. Discussion on 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.iv.3, 3.a.vii., 6.l, Rollover of Redirects on a Firm Basis (Part II)
Mr. Wood provided a general overview to 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.iv.3, 3.a.vii., 6.l, specifically Section 9.7.1 (Part II of the Rollover Rights of Redirects on a Firm Basis).  Ms. Otondo noted that any prior decisions made by the subcommittee with respect to this particular section are no longer applicable.  Mr. Wood noted that Part II of the recommendation will be noted in the 2009 WEQ Annual Plan as 2009 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.ii.3.  Mr. Skiba noted that during the November 2008 WEQ EC meeting, the EC decided to remove Section 9.7 from the original Rollover Rights of Redirects recommendation.  He further noted that it was the suggestion of NAESB staff to classify the removed section as Part II of the Rollover Rights of Redirect recommendation.  It was noted that references to Section 9.7 are included in the Rollover Rights of Redirect on a Firm Basis business practice standard filed with FERC.  The group created the ESS/ITS Rollover Rights of Redirect Parking Lot document and added the issue as Item 1
 of the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Parking Lot.
Mr. Saini suggested that the group draft a document relating to the Process for developing a new Rollover Rights of Redirect recommendation.  Several members made suggestions on how best to proceed with this task of developing the new recommendation.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the group should draft a document with a list of core concepts (necessary for the development of a business practice standard) that FERC staff addressed in their communications and identify which of those items should allow flexibility.  He further stated that the group should come to a consensus on the interpretation of FERC staff’s guidance.  The Process for Developing a New Rollover Rights of Redirect Standards document is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its020409a4.doc.
Ms. Otondo stated that a key issue is to determine how much flexibility should be allowed to the Transmission Customer (TC) and included in the business practice standards.  She further stated that the flexibility should be in terms of the TC’s ability to retain Rollover Rights on the parent reservation (waive conveyance of Rollover Rights to the redirect).  Mr. Sorenson stated that in regards to this issue, the group will need to recognize that some Transmission Providers (TP) are in the 1 year / 5 years while others are in the 60 day/ 1 year (notice/ term of contract for eligibility) to address Rollover Rights.  He stated that both of these issues will need to be addressed in business practice standards.  

Mr. Sorenson stated that the following are key concepts that should be agreed upon by the subcommittee:  1) Original guidance, redirect to end of term of a long term reservation may be less than 12 months in duration and still be considered to be eligible for Rollover Rights on the redirected path.  Question- how do you document such a request on OASIS; 2) Eligibility for Rollover Rights is not impacted by a restriction placed on the Parent path (the Redirect Rollover is eligible for the full amount of the original Parent reservation); 3) Rollover Rights on the Parent is reduced in the amount granted or confirmed on the Redirect; 4) Redirects and Rollover Rights are always subject to availability of transfer capability on the redirected path; 5) Once the deadline for submitting renewal has passed, the option for exercising Rollover Rights has expired.  These core concepts were listed in the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document.
Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 1): The NAESB Rollover of Redirect standards will allow flexibility in terms of allowing Transmission Customer at the time of Redirect submission the ability to retain Rollover Rights on Unexercised Rollover Rights on the Parent even when the Transmission Customer Redirects to the end of term of the Parent (assuming the deadline for renewal has not passed).  Mr. Sorenson seconded the motion.  During the discussion, Mr. Saini and Mr. Sorenson offered friendly amendments to the motion.  Ms. Otondo accepted the friendly amendments.  After further discussion, Mr. Pritchard called the question.  The group was unanimously in favor of calling the question.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Saini abstaining).  The motion was noted as the Consensus for Item 1
 in the Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document.  
The group continued discussion on Item 2A
 of the Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document.  Mr. Sorenson questioned whether the group agreed that a Redirect for six month duration to the end of term of the Parent Reservation (prior to the deadline for submittal of a renewal) is eligible for Rollover Rights.  Mr. Pritchard stated he agreed with this statement, assuming the Parent reservation qualifies for Rollover Rights.  Ms. Bigelow referenced paragraph 1280 of Order 890, noted that it does not matter that the term is shorter.  She agreed to Mr. Sorenson’s statement.  Mr. Gresh disagreed with Mr. Sorenson’s statement and stated that Short-Term requests are not eligible for Rollover Rights.  Mr. Pewarski and Mr. Wood also disagreed with Mr. Sorenson’s statement.  Mr. Pritchard noted that Mr. Sorenson’s statement only refers to those Transmission Providers that have studied to determine if Rollover Rights should be conveyed.  After further discussion, the majority of the group agreed to the following Consensus: Redirect to end of term of a long term reservation may be less than 12 months in duration and still be considered eligible for Rollover Rights on the redirected path.
Mr. Sorenson indicated if a Transmission Customer submits a request for a yearly product, it must be submitted for 12 months or longer duration or in yearly increments.  He further indicated that if the request is shorter, it must be designated as a Short-Term Firm request.  After extensive discussion, Mr. Pritchard stated the following as Parking Lot Item 2: Redirects – short-term and long-term competition – which competition do the redirects go to – does the term/duration of the redirect matter?

Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 2):  The duration of a redirect has no impact on whether or not the redirect qualifies for Rollover Rights..  During the discussion, Ms. Rehman stated that an additional motion could be brought forth as it relates to the TC failure to request Rollover Rights and forfeits Rollover Rights on the parent reservation.  With a simple majority vote, the motion unanimously passed.  
Mr. Pewarski made the following motion: “If the time has lapsed for exercising Rollover Rights on the Parent Reservation, the Transmission Customer has not exercised Rollover Rights on the Parent Reservation, and the Transmission Customer Redirects for the remaining portion of the Parent Reservation, and then the Redirect will not be eligible for Rollover Rights.” The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the motion.  Several members offered friendly amendments to the motion.  Mr. Pewarski agreed to the friendly amendments (Motion 3): 

The Transmission Customer can exercise Rollover Rights on a Redirect if the Transmission Customer confirms the Redirect request and submits the subsequent Renewal request on the Redirect path prior to the notice deadline.  This does not preclude the Transmission Customer from submitting a request to Redirect the confirmed Renewal reservation after the Renewal deadline on the Parent.
Ms. Wesley called the question to vote.  There was no opposition to calling the question.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Rehman opposed; Mr. Williamson abstained).  The Rollover Rights of Redirects Motions document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its020409a5.doc.
Mr. Sorenson noted that Motion 3 has no bearing on the Consensus statement for Core Concept Item 2A.  He further noted that Motion 3 applies directly to Core Concept Item 6
.  The group agreed and it was noted that Motion 3 would be applied to WEQ-001-20.3.  In review of Core Concept Item 2B
, the group agreed to the following consensus without a motion: Appears to work in the current template structures and as appropriate, add data element to indicate desire to Rollover Rights on the redirect path. Conversion requirements will specify that Transmission Providers do not have to go backwards to populate any new data element for reservations that are no longer active.
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to Core Concept Item 3
.  Mr. Sorenson stated that FERC staff’s guidance is appropriate for this specific item.  The group agreed and provided the following Consensus: Eligibility for rollover MW on a redirect is not impacted by a MW restriction placed on the Rollover Rights on the Parent. 

With respect to Core Concept Item 4
, Mr. Sorenson stated that this specific item was clear in FERC Orders.  He noted that the sum of all confirmed renewals should not exceed the original parent reservation’s granted and confirmed capacity (which is the original MWs granted in the contract).  After further discussion, the group provided the following Consensus: The sum of all confirmed renewals should not exceed the original parent reservation’s granted and confirmed capacity, but may be greater than the original Rollover Rights granted.  The Parent reservation’s restrictions on Rollover Rights will continue to be applicable to the Parent reservation and any Rollover Rights.  Ms. Otondo noted that the group needed to clarify terms and suggested this issue as Parking Lot Item 3
.
In review of Core Concept Item 5
, Ms. Otondo questioned whether a restriction can be placed on rollover rights three years after signing the service agreement.  After further discussion, the group agreed to the following Consensus: Redirects and Rollovers are subject to available of transfer capacity, provided that restriction is done at the time of the assessment of the Redirect request.  Mr. Pritchard noted that there will be a new assessment window and new opportunity to establish restrictions (which are not reflective of the Parent reservation).  With respect to Core Concept Item 7
, Mr. Sorenson questioned the intent of this specific item.  Ms. Otondo stated that in the conversation with FERC staff, some industry participants noted concerns regarding a Transmission Customer’s ability to abrogate a renewal by redirecting to a path that had no capacity for renewal.  Mr. Wood stated that if the Transmission Customer has already confirmed renewal on the parent path, it has a contractual obligation on the parent path.  Mr. Pritchard stated that if Rollover Rights on a redirect are granted, the Transmission Customer will have a contractual obligation to a modified contract (the financial commitment will remain the same).  After extensive discussion, the group agreed to the following consensus without a motion: The terms of the contract would be modified, but the financial commitment would continue.  The contract cannot be abrogated due to subsequent Redirect.  The group further agreed to the following language for Parking Lot Item 4: Pre-confirmation requirements for Redirects- Should TPs be allowed to make this requirement?  Need to consider because of Customer’s obligations under the contract and the potential that Rollover Rights may be limited on a Redirect.  

In regard to Core Concept Item 8
, Mr. Sorenson stated that if the Transmission Customer submits a request for redirect to the end of term, it is submitted prior to the renewal deadline, and there is a confirmed renewal on the Parent Reservation, the redirect is only eligible for the balance of the unexercised Rollover Rights.  He further stated that at the time the redirect is submitted, if the renewal has not been submitted and confirmed, the Transmission Customer is eligible to receive Rollover Rights and be studied.  Mr. Pritchard questioned whether a Transmission Customer can request Rollover Rights on the redirect path in which the MWs for the redirected path have already been conveyed via a confirmed Renewal on the Parent path.  He further questioned if the Rollover Rights on Redirect would be restricted, would the Transmission Customer have rollover rights on the Parent.  Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, and Mr. Pritchard developed the following scenario (which is included in the Core Concepts document): If the NAESB standards allow flexibility: The TC has: 100 MW Reservation; 100 MW Rollover Rights; has exercised 70 MW of Rollover Rights; trying to redirect 50 MW and asks for Rollover Rights; the Process would be: Customer requests redirect and rollover of 30 MW of the Parent; Customer requests Customer request redirect of the 20 MW of the Renewal.  After extensive discussion and debate, the group agreed on the following consensus: There is a limit on how much a Transmission Customer can request for Rollover on a Redirect: it is limited by the amount of Unexercised Rollover Rights remaining on the Parent. There are ways the Transmission Customer (TC) can achieve different scenarios:
For example, the TC has:

· 100 MW reservation

· 100 MW Rollover Rights (prior to any renewals or redirects)

· Has exercised (confirmed Renewal) 70 MW of Rollover Rights, leaving 30 MW of Unexercised Rollover Rights

· Customer desires to Redirect 50 MW with 50 MW Rollover on the Redirect path

· Process would be:

· Customer requests Redirect and Rollover of 30 MW of the Parent

· Customer requests Redirect with no Rollover of 20 MW of the Parent

· Customer request Redirect of 20 MW of the Renewal
The TC would not be allowed to request 50 MW of Rollover Rights on a redirect of the Parent because there would only be 30 MW of Unexercised Rollover Rights remaining on the Parent.

Ms. Bigelow also suggested that this specific issue be listed as Parking Lot Item 5
 for batching purposes.  The group determined that additional discussion would be needed to determine the following:  1) If at the time the Redirect is submitted the Renewal has not been submitted or confirmed, at that point the Redirect is eligible for the full Rollover Rights and would be studied for that.  What happens if, the customer confirms renewal of Rollover Rights on the original path during the interim period between submittal and evaluation; 2) If Rollover on Redirect would be restricted, would the TC have rollover rights on the Renewal?
The Rollover of Redirects Parking Lot document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its020409a6.doc.  The Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its020409a7.doc.
4. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· March 17-19, 2009, hosted by Progress Energy, in Raleigh, North Carolina.
· April 7-9, 2009, hosted by Midwest ISO, in Carmel, Indiana.
· May 19-21, 2009, hosted by PJM, in Norristown Pennsylvania.
5. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:55p.m. Mountain on February 5, 2009.   
6. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Segment
	February 4
	February 5

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Larry Williamson
	Black Hills Corporation
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Laura Trolese
	BPA
	Transmission
	Phone
	

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution / LSE
	Phone
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Transmission
	
	Phone

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy.
	Transmission
	Phone
	

	Barry Green 
	EPSA 
	Marketer/Brokers
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	IGO / Planners
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	IGO / Planners
	In Person
	In Person

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	IGO / Planners
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Pewarski
	Midwest ISO
	IGO / Planners
	Phone
	Phone

	Bill Tucker 
	Midwest ISO
	IGO / Planners 
	Phone
	

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	N/A
	In Person
	In Person

	Gail Parker 
	Midwest ISO / Duke IE
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Marilyn Franz
	NV Energy
	Transmission
	Phone
	

	Jennella Battles
	NV Energy
	Transmission
	Phone
	

	Ernie Cardone
	NYISO
	IGO / Planners
	Phone
	

	Paul Sorenson 
	OATI
	End Users
	In Person
	In Person

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	IGO / Planners
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketers / Brokers
	Phone
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person

	Jennifer Keys
	Steptoe & Johnson, LLP
	N/A
	Phone
	Phone

	Marjorie Parsons
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone

	Heather Burnette
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Parking Lot document (February 5, 2009).]� Parking Lot Item 1: Review portions of the standard that was approved by the EC in November 2008 (Part 1) to ensure that any references or reliance on the then drafted WEQ-001-9.7 are okay with the new recommendation on WEQ-001-9.7 that will be proposed by the ESS-ITS.


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document (February 5, 2009).]� Concept Item 1: Approved Motion #1:  The NAESB Rollover of Redirect standards will allow flexibility in terms of allowing Transmission Customers at the time of Redirect submission the ability to retain all of the Unexercised Rollover Rights on the Parent even when the Transmission Customer Redirects to the end of term of the Parent (assuming the deadline for renewal has not passed).





� Concept Item 2A: Original guidance, redirect to end of term of a long term reservation may be less than 12 months in duration and still be considered eligible for rollover on the redirected path.


� Concept Item 6: Once the deadline for submitting renewal has passed the option for Rollover has gone.


� Concept Item 2B: How do you document on OASIS such a request? Delay to minutia of “how” discussion.


� Concept Item 3: Eligibility for Rollover is not impacted by a restriction placed on the Parent path (the Redirect Rollover may be eligible for the full amount of the original Parent reservation).


� Concept Item 4: Rollover on the Parent is reduced in the amount granted or confirmed on the Redirect.


� Parking Lot Item 3: Clarity on terms: Note that Motions #1 through #3 were done prior to discussion of terminology and therefore may not reflect distinction between a. and b. below


MW Eligible for Rollover Rights	


Any MW restriction to Rollover Rights (those available to be exercised)	


MW Granted 	


What does “Unexercised Rollover Rights” mean (what is the math – this is already a defined term in the NAESB standards)?	


MW of Rollover Rights available for subsequent redirect	


What does “Eligible” mean?


What does “Qualify” mean?


� Concept Item 5: Redirects and Rollover are always subject to availability of transfer capability.


� Concept Item 7: The Transmission Customer is obligated for the terms of their contract regardless of Rollover or Redirect.





� Concept Item 8: Can a Transmission Customer request rollover rights on the redirect path that have already conveyed via a confirmed Renewal on the Parent path? If so, what happens to exercised rollover rights on the Parent path when after a Redirect there is insufficient capacity (the Parent reservation capacity is less than the renewal on the Parent path) left on the Parent path to support the Renewal?  


� Parking Lot Item 5: Consider possibility for batching requests as in List of Core Concepts Item #8 example. Do have in the Annual Plan a requirement from Order #890 requiring consideration of standards to require batching across multiple TP’s systems.  May want to consider at that point.
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