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TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and Information Technology Subcommittee Meeting Participants and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Jonathan Booe, Meeting Manger/Project Manager
RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and Information Technology Subcommittee Final Meeting Minutes – February 11-12, 2008
DATE:

August 121 2009
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee / Information Technology Subcommittee (ESS/ITS) Meeting

Reno, Nevada
February 11, 2008 – 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM Pacific
February 12, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific

 Final Minutes
1. Welcome

Ms. Otondo opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Booe read the antitrust guidelines.  Ms. Otondo reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Rehman requested that the title “Draft Agenda” be changed to “Revised Agenda”, and that the same be done for all revised agendas in the future.  Mr. Skiba requested that a discussion concerning the confidentiality agreement be added to agenda item three.  Mr. Skiba also suggested that the group adopt the November 8, 2007 and January 31, 2008 meeting minutes.  The participants decided to address the minutes on day two of the meeting so that everyone had ample time for review.  Ms. Otondo requested that a discussion concerning suspension of the ESS/ITS work in favor of work assigned to the ESS/ITS and BPS be added to the agenda.  Mr. Wood moved to adopt the agenda as amended and Mr. Sorenson seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection. 
2. Minutes Adoption (February 12,  2008)
Mr. Booe reviewed the November 8, 2007 and January 31, 2008 draft meeting minutes.  Mr. Skiba proposed some modifications to both sets of minutes.  No other modifications were proposed.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the November 8, 2007 and January 31, 2008 draft meeting minutes as amended.  The motion passed without opposition.  The final meeting minutes can be found through the following hyperlinks:

· November 8, 2007:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its110807fm.doc 

· January 31, 2008:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its013108fm.doc 
3. Review Comments on Recommendation for WEQ-001 changes for Rebid of Partial Service, Preconfirmation Priority and Group 2: Metrics and Redispatch Cost Posting 

The participants reviewed the comments on the recommendation for WEQ-001 changes for Rebid of Partial Service, Preconfirmation Priority and Group 2: Metrics and Redispatch Cost Posting Preconfirmation Priority submitted by Salt River Project.  Ms. Weathers noted that her comments and proposed changes have been added to the most recent version of the recommendation and are highlighted in yellow beginning with WEQ 001-4.8.  She stated that WEQ 001-4.8 is included in a section that refers only to non-competing bids and should be in a section with standards related to competing bids.  Mr. Sorenson suggested some other STATUS states be added to the standard and the participants agreed.  The participants reviewed Ms. Weathers suggested changes to WEQ 001-4.13 and Table 4-2.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the timing requirements contained in the table are for point-to-point requests and not network service requests.  The participants discussed whether that should be made clear in the title of the table Mr. Saini noted that if the table is designated as applying to point-to-point requests that the group should create a similar table for network services later.  Mr. Sorenson suggested that table be designated as point-to-point for the time being and modified later if needed.  The participants discussed whether secondary services should be added to the table but decided against it.  Ms. Weathers noted that she made minor changes to standards WEQ 001-4.14, 4.15 and 4.16.  The participants supported her minor modifications and Mr. Sorenson suggested a few additional minor modifications. 
Next, the participants reviewed Ms. Weathers’ suggested modifications to Table 4-3.  She noted that she added question marks to her suggested modifications that would require functional changes.  Mr. Skiba stated that Mr. Eckelkamp and Mr. Sorenson have also submitted some suggested modifications to Table 4-3.  Mr. Pritchard suggested that the group review Mr. Sorenson’s alternative table because it included some possible permutations.  The participants agreed to review the Alternative Table 4-3 work paper submitted by Mr. Sorenson first.  Mr. Sorenson stated that everything in the table is pending priority tiers 1, 2, 3 and 4.  Ms. Weather’s suggested that 3(a) require requests be pre-confirmed in order to eliminate an opportunity for gaming.  Ms. Franz supported Ms. Weathers’ suggestion.   Mr. Sorenson suggested reviewing the FERC Order because the Order requires that requests for longer duration bump pre-confirmed requests.   Mr. Wood noted that a pre-confirmed request can’t be withdrawn and if a longer duration non-pre-confirmed request comes in it does not bump the pre-confirmed request.  He stated that the pre-confirmed request is held in queue until the other request is acted upon.  Ms. Weathers stated that she still believes that requiring the second request to pre-confirmed would make the implementation of the standard easier and allow it to be automated.  She noted that if the implementation cannot be automated someone would have to be hired to monitor the requests and it would cost more for rate payers.  The participants discussed the pre-confirmation requirement issue further.  Mr. Wood noted that if pre-confirmation is not added to 3(a) and the standard is silent on the issue then it could implemented either way.  Mr. Sorenson made a motion that group move forward with the concept that all Short-Term Firm or Non-Firm Pending (not confirmed) Requests shall only preempt other Short-term Firm or Non-firm Pending requests of equal or shorter service increment or duration requests if the preempting request is pre-confirmed.  He stated that weekly does not preempt the daily and the only way preempt a pending requests is to be pre-confirmed.  If you are pre-confirmed then you may jump ahead based on duration.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  Ms. Rehman and Mr. Wood voted in opposition.  Mr. Womack and Mr. Skiba abstained.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he would work the agreed concept into the table and bring it back to the group to be added to the recommendation.  The participants supported the addition of the revised table.

Next, the group reviewed the ESS/ITS Parking Lot work paper.  Ms. Otondo asked if any modifications would need to be made to made to WEQ 013-2.3 based upon the previous decisions.  Mr. Sorenson asked the group if WEQ 001-4.8 is necessary because all of the states added to the standard are already covered in the implementation guide.  Ms. Weathers noted that if the states in WEQ 001-4.8 are left in the standard then people might interpret it as an all inclusive list.  Ms. Otondo noted that if the states are included in the standard and the implementation guide there could be the double jeopardy issue for violations the group has discussed in the past.  After further discussion the participants decided to remove the proposed language in WEQ 001-4.8 and WEQ 001-4.27and add a reference to WEQ 013-2.3 to the standard.  
The participants addressed the second item on the ESS/ITS Parking Lot.  Mr. Sorenson stated that currently pre-confirmation is not reset if a customer rebids.  Mr. Pritchard stated the question to be addressed is “If the flag is reset to null from pre-confirmed (from original request) in evaluating other requests in queue, should the original bid hold pre-confirmation priority?”  Ms. Weathers and Ms. Franz noted that the decision made on the issue is important because it could present an opportunity for gaming.  Ms. Weathers suggested the group address the issue with 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2(a)(iv)(2)/R05019 in group four of the Order 890 work plan.   Mr. Pritchard stated that he would put together a work paper on the item and the group can address it later.  The item was added to the ESS/ITS General Parking Lot document.  The participants gave a cursory review the rest of the ESS/ITS Parking Lot documents and determined that item number five could be addressed through a minor correction.  The item was added to the ESS/ITS General Parking Lot.
The participants returned to the recommendation and reviewed the updates to Table 4-3 made by Mr. Sorenson in response to the decisions made by the subcommittees on the previous day.  Mr. Sorenson stated that there are three cases where a pre-confirmed request/reservation can immediately preempt another pre-confirmed reservation/request and those cases are included in the table as 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c).  Mr. Pritchard stated that he recalled the Order gives customers the option to match, or a right of first refusal, for the situation described in 3(c).  Mr. Sorenson responded that the request has to be confirmed before option of right of first refusal is available.  
The participants discussed whether the pre-confirmation qualifier should be added to items 3(d), 3(e) and 3(f) and noted that the Order is not entirely clear on the issue.  Mr. Sorenson stated that pre-confirmation flag can not be changed after the request is confirmed.  Mr. Saini stated that he does not believe a pre-confirmation qualifier should be added to the items as it will make implementation more difficult.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he does not believe the Order speaks to pre-confirmation in this situation.  Mr. Eckelkamp stated that if pre-confirmation is not included in these situations that there could be an opportunity for gaming.  Mr. Pritchard and Ms. Otondo supported the addition of the pre-confirmation qualifier.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he disagrees and that the change will not reflect the Pro-forma Tariff.  He noted that the FERC has reviewed similar issues before.  Ms. Otondo noted that the subcommittees are charged with developing business practices that will be best for the market.  After further discussion the participants took a straw vote and the group decided that pre-confirmation should be added to items 3(d), 3(e) 3(f) to the request two column of Table 4-3 in the recommendation.  The participants reviewed the rest of the table and footnotes and made minor modifications to the changes made by Mr. Sorenson.

Mr. Sorenson suggested that the language in WEQ 001-4.16 be modified as a result of the changes to the table to make clear that the preempting request must be confirmed in order to preempt a confirmed reservation with right of first refusal.  The participants agreed that WEQ 001-4.16 should be modified and the participants discussed the proper language.  Mr. Womack noted that the changes made to Table 4-3 do not conflict with WEQ 001-4.26 because a re-bid can not be pre-confirmed.  Mr. Sorenson supported Mr. Womack’s comment and the participants decided to remove standard WEQ 001-4.26.
Next, the participants reviewed the items in the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document that had not been previously addressed.  Mr. Pritchard quickly reviewed the Treatment of Counteroffers and Rebids of Pre-Confirmed Requests work paper in response to parking lot item number two.  The participants agreed to address the item in correlation with WEQ Annual Plan Item 2(a)(iv)(2)/R05019.  In response to item 3 of the document, Ms. Weathers requested that the rationale for not allowing capacity to be increased on re-bids in WEQ-001-4.10.2 be added to the recommendation.  The participants supported her suggestion and drafted language to be added to section 4.d of the recommendation.  Mr. Sorenson suggested that parking lot item 6 be handled offline after the meeting.  The participants supported his suggestion.  The participants reviewed the Annulment for SIS work paper, drafted by SRP in response to parking lot item number nine.  Ms. Weathers suggested that the language “Must also be assigned by a Transmission Provider if requested by the Customer prior to execution of the System Impact Study Agreement in the case where the Transmission Provider has notified the Customer that a System Impact Study is needed in response to a request for a pre-confirmed request for short-term firm point-to-point service (See 001-4.9.2)” be added to the definition of ANNULMENT.  She stated that the additional language is suggested so that Transmission Providers will not have to wait for customers to withdraw.  Mr. Sorenson noted that the additional language would conflict with WEQ 001-4.9.2.  The participants discussed how the suggested modification would effect WEQ 001-4.9.1, WEQ 001-4.9.2 and WEQ 001-4.9.2 and discussed the proposed modifications to the definition of ANNULMENT.  The following definition was developed by the participants for ANNULMENT, “assigned by the Seller when, by mutual agreement with the Customer, a reservation or pre-confirmed request is to be voided, or assigned unilaterally by the Primary Provider when a resale reservation is to be voided.”  Mr. Womack noted that if status of ANNULED is changed to DECLINED in WEQ 001-4.9.2 the conflict would be resolved.  The participants approved of the suggestion and the modification was made to WEQ 001-4.9.2.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the NAESB staff address parking lot item number ten, by ensuring that all references to “Pre-confirmation” and “Transmission Customer” are consistent throughout the recommendation.  The participants addressed the remaining items on the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document.  The revised ESS/ITS Parking Lot document can be found on the NAESB website through the following hyperlink:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its021108a4.doc.   
The participants made a final review of the recommendation.  Mr. Pritchard suggested that the recommendation include the rationale for the decisions made concerning Table 4-3 in section 4.d of the recommendation.  The participants crafted the rationale and discussed whether the recommendation should be posted for an informal or formal comment period.  Mr. Sorenson made a motion to post the recommendation for Request No.: 2008 AP Item 2.a.i.5, 2008 AP Item 2.a.i.6, and 2008 AP Items 2.a.ii.1-3 for formal comments after NAESB staff performs a general clean-up and formatting of the recommendation prior to posting.  Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.  The redlined recommendation can be found on the NAESB website through the following hyperlink:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its021108a1.doc 
4. Discussion Concerning Suspending the Work of the ESS/ITS in Favor of the ESS/ITS/BPS

Ms. Otondo noted that the FERC set deadlines in FERC Order No. 890 for the ATC related work that the ESS/ITS and BPS is addressing and suggested that the group consider giving the ESS/ITS and BPS some extra time to ensure that the deadlines are met.  Mr. Wood noted the ESS/ITS work also has deadlines that are set in the 2008 WEQ Annual Plan and the Order 890 Work Plan and stated that he is not sure that giving up the ESS/ITS’s time would be that helpful.  After further discussion, the participants decided that they would maintain the status quo for now and re-evaluate things after the March meeting in Phoenix.
5. Discussion Concerning the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group 

Mr. Skiba noted that JISWG has posted a draft of the Electric Industry Registry (“EIR”) System Requirements Document for an informal comment period ending March 14, 2008 and encouraged the participants to review the document and submit comments.  He noted that the ESS/ITS does not need to take any action on the item.  The participants also reviewed the NAESB Confidentiality Agreement submitted to the ESS/ITS by the JISWG.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the Agreement mirrors the NERC confidentiality agreement and was drafted by the JISWG to protect tag data being transferred between various merchants.  He stated that the EIR and Tag data should be kept confidential.  The participants agreed and suggested that the Agreement be forwarded to NAESB legal counsel for review.  Mr. Eckelkamp made a motion that the ESS/ITS recommends that the JISWG forward the Agreement to the NAESB legal department to develop a NAESB Confidentiality Agreement and consult with ESS/ITS and/or JISWG members for additional information as required. Ms. Franz seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.   
6. Review of Recommended Standards for Rollover on Redirect Work Paper

The participants briefly reviewed the Recommended Standards for Rollover on Redirect work paper submitted by Mr. Sorenson.  Mr. Wood stated that he supports the proposed recommendation.  The participants discussed the recommendation and noted that there are several issues that need to be addressed before moving forward.  Mr. Wood made a motion to post the recommendation for an informal comment period ending on March 25, 2009.  Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion.  The motion passed without opposition.  
7. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 5:05 pm Pacific.

8. Attendance 

	Name
	Organization
	February 11
	February 12

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Phone
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Corporation
	In Person
	In Person

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM Interconnection
	In Person
	In Person

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound 
	
	Phone

	Steve Norris
	Arizona Public Service
	Phone
	Phone

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person
	In Person

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone
	Phone

	Guy Ridgley
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	In Person
	In Person

	Jimmy Womack
	SPP
	In Person
	In Person

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
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