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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, Staff Attorney
RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Conference Call Meeting Final Minutes – March 4, 2009
DATE:

March 12, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Conference Call Meeting
March 4, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as written.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as written.

2. 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)

· Possible revisions to proposed Business Practice Standards related to rollover of redirects
· Continue to establish plan(s) for addressing issue(s)
The group continued review and discussion on the ESS/ITS List of Core Concepts.  With respect to Items 11 and 11-A, Mr. Pritchard stated that when a transmission customer (TC) request rollover rights, it will request megawatt (MW) values for rollover rights available and those granted.  He noted that if the transmission provider (TP) is not able to accomodate the rollover rights requested, it needs to be able to counteroffer on these values.  He said the recommendation will also need to address the possibility of a customer’s rebid option.  He stated that the rebid option will give the TC the ability to turn off the “flag” for rollover rights if the counteroffer is unacceptable, which will effectively convert it to a firm redirect without rollover rights.  Mr. Saini noted that a counteroffer can be captured through customer comments rather than a redesign of the template.  He further noted under this approach, the group will need to modify the rollover template to include both rollover rights available and unexercised rollover rights which may require additional fields to facilitate the counteroffer/rebid process.  
Mr. Pritchard suggested Example 1- the Full Rebid Option
.  He stated that the TC will have the following four choices available in this particular example: 1) Accept the Counteroffer; 2) Reject the Counteroffer; 3) Retain the firm redirect but without rollover rights (rebid to turn off the request for rollover rights) or; 4) Rebid equal or lower MW values for Reserved capacity eligible for Rollover and Unexercised Rollover Rights.  
The group considered Example 2- No Rebid of Rollover MW Option
 as taken from the draft recommendation submitted by Mr. Sorenson.  The group had extensive discussion on both proposed examples.  Ms. Rehman questioned whether a new definition for the exercising of rollover rights should be considered for the counteroffer/rebid process.  Mr. Pritchard responded that the group should use terms for Capacity Eligible for rollover rights and Unexercised Rollover Rights during the counteroffer process.  After further discussion, it was determined by group consensus that a full rebid option would be allowed as shown in Example 1.  
As it relates to Item 13, Mr. Wood offered the following concept: If the TP counteroffers with a lower MW for the redirect to end of term, does that mean that the rollover (Capacity Eligible for Rollover and Unexercised Rollover Rights) is automatically limited for the lower MW quantity?  Mr. Pritchard stated that if the request for rollover rights is not granted and the MWs requested are greater than those granted in the original reservation, the redirect should be viewed as a new request for rollover rights and should be limited for the lower MW quantity.  Mr. Eckelkamp and Ms. Otondo agreed with Mr. Pritchard’s statement.  Mr. Green noted his opposition to rollover being limited to the lower MW counteroffer.  The group conducted a straw poll and the majority made the following consensus: “Majority agree that (conceptually) the Capacity Eligible for Rollover and Unexercised Rollover Rights is automatically limited to the lower MW counteroffer on the redirect to end of term.”
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to Item 12
.  Mr. Wood stated that the counteroffer/rebid process agreed to Items 11 and 11-A will be the same for pre-confirmed requests. A counteroffer removes the prohibition on withdrawal.  The group agreed and noted it as the consensus for this specific item.  After extensive discussion, the group also determined that NAESB standards would be silent on the issue of Pre-confirmation for Redirects as addressed in Item 14
.The revised Core Concepts document is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its030409a5.doc.
Next, the group reviewed and discussed items in the Parking Lot- Rollover of Redirects on a Firm Basis document.  With respect to Item 1
, it was determined that the draft recommendation submitted by Mr. Sorenson included the sections for the current approved standards.  Mr. Wood noted that this item will remain open until the recommendation is modified.  In review of Item 4
, Mr. Pritchard questioned if the NAESB standards should have a prohibition on TPs requiring pre-confirmation?  After discussion, the group agreed to add this question to Parking Lot Item 4 and that the NAESB standards would be silent on this issue.  The revised Parking Lot document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its030409a4.doc.
· Review of Rollover of Redirects- FERC Staff’s Interpretation of the OATT
The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the combined comments received in response to the FERC Staff’s Interpretation of the OATT.  With respect Question A(i)
, Mr. Saini stated that Entergy’s comments reflect the procedure for a redirect request.  He suggested that the NAESB business practice standard defines “hold.”  Mr. Wood noted that “hold” is defined as in a pending state and therefore, the hold is decremented from the second internal ATC.  This will allow the pending request to retain its queue position while the request is being evaluated.  After further discussion and review, the group determined that this question has already been addressed with WEQ-001-9.4 of the NAESB business practice standards.  In addition, the group reviewed and held extensive discussion with respect to Question A(ii)
, the group agreed that the business practice standards will allow for optionality.  
Next, the group examined and discussed Examples from the draft recommendation submitted by Mr. Sorenson with Duke Comments.  In respect to Example 8, Mr. Wood and Ms. Otondo noted that the group has not discussed and determined the requirement for determining “Yearly Firm Point to Point” core concept for TSR2.  TSR2 is noted as a redirect request for a valid long-term firm service e.g., “YEARLY FIRM POINT_TO_POINT”, but must not be invalidated even though its term of service of only 4 months may not meet a TP’s requirement that this service be submitted for a minimum term of 12 months per WEQ-001-9.7.4.  Ms. Otondo stated that when a TC confirms the Redirect request, the capacity should become a profiled capacity.  
In review of Example 9, Mr. Pritchard suggested the addition of Related REF column to the table.  He also further suggested modifications to the explanation of Example 11.  Mr. Pritchard will revise explanation of Example 11 and provide the revisions for March 17-19, 2009 meeting.  As it relates to Example 11, Ms. Otondo noted that to exercise rollover rights to 60 days is the “old pre-Order 890 deadline” and may need to be revised to include the new deadline.  For Example 12, the group added the Counteroffer option to the TSR2 reference.  Ms. Otondo noted that a footnote will need to be added to the recommendation to denote the TP’s option to counteroffer.  Mr. Wood noted that as it relates to Item 11 of the Core Concepts document, the group should consider adding examples to show the other options available to the customer.  
For Example 13, Mr. Wood questioned the status for TSR3.  After discussion, it was noted that the subcommittee will need to determine the status for TSR3 at a later date.  With respect to Example 14, the group agreed that it will need to determine how the imputed value is displayed in the table as it relates to the counteroffer.  Ms. Otondo noted that this comment is applicable throughout the Examples in the draft recommendation.  The group also agreed to add the Rebid Examples c and d from Item 11-A of the Core Concepts document.  The revised draft recommendation is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its030409a3.doc.
3. 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, 1009, hosted by PJM, in Norristown, Pennsylvania 
4. Action Items

· Mr. Pritchard will add examples to the Rollover of Redirects Recommendation document to reflect 11-A in the Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document.
5. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 3:55p.m. Central on March 4, 2009.
6. Attendance
	Name
	Organization

	Marcie Otondo 
	Arizona Public Service

	Larry Williamson
	Black Hills Corporation

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Public Administration

	Jennella Battles
	BPA

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy

	Yarrow Etheridge
	Entergy

	Ed Davis 
	Entergy

	Barry Green 
	EPSA 

	Jim Pewarski
	Midwest ISO

	Marie Knox 
	Midwest ISO

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy

	JT Wood
	Southern Company

	Tahnika Rodriguez 
	TVA


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Core Concepts document.]� Example 1 – Full Rebid Option:


TC requests Firm Redirect of 100 MW to end of term and sets the flag for rollover rights which effectively includes also requesting 100 MW of Capacity Eligible for Rollover and initial Unexercised Rollover Rights of 100 MW.


TP after evaluation can grant lower values and counteroffers with 100 MW of capacity to end of term, 100 MW of Capacity Eligible for Rollover and 50 MW of initial Unexercised Rollover Rights (this reflects a 50 MW constraint on ROR).


The TC has 4 choices:  


accept the counteroffer, 


reject the counteroffer,  


retain the firm redirect but without rollover rights (rebid to turn off the request for rollover rights), or


rebid equal or lower MW values for Reserved Capacity to end of term, Capacity Eligible for Rollover and Unexercised Rollover Rights.


In this example, the TC wishes to move only 50 MW of ROR to the redirected path, but wishes to retain 100 MW on the reservation to end of term. The TC rebids with Firm Redirect of 100 MW to end of term, also requesting 50 MW of Capacity Eligible for Rollover and initial Unexercised Rollover Rights of 50 MW.


The TP accepts the rebid.


The TC confirms.


� Example 2- – No Rebid of Rollover MW Option:


TC requests Firm Redirect of 100 MW to end of term, also requesting 100 MW of Capacity Eligible for Rollover and initial Unexercised Rollover Rights of 100 MW.


TP after evaluation can grant lower values and counteroffers with 100 MW of capacity to end of term, 100 MW of Capacity Eligible for Rollover and 50 MW of initial Unexercised Rollover Rights (this reflects a 50 MW constraint on ROR).


The TC has 3 choices:  


accept the counteroffer, 


reject the counteroffer, or 


retain the firm redirect but without rollover rights (rebid to turn off the request for rollover rights). 


In this example, the TC finds the counteroffer unacceptable but wishes to retain the 100 MW Firm Redirect to end of term without rollover rights. TC turns off the request for rollover rights flag and submits as a rebid (using option c).


The TP accepts the rebid.


The TC confirms.


� Item 12: If the Redirect were submitted pre-confirmed and capacity is not available for the rollover, does that require a counteroffer? The customer is not permitted to withdraw a short-term duration firm pre-confirmed request (they have to ask the TP to annul it). Need to revisit the current business practices to see if we want to make an exception because the rollover right can not be granted.


� Item 14: Pre-confirmation for Redirects – Should TPs be allowed to make this a requirement? Need to consider because of Customer’s obligations under the contract and the potential that rollover rights may be limited on a Redirect. Should the NAESB standards have a prohibition on TPs requiring pre-confirmation?


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Parking Lot document.]� 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.


� Item 4: Pre-confirmation for Redirects – Should TPs be allowed to make this a requirement? Need to consider because of Customer’s obligations under the contract and the potential that rollover rights may be limited on a Redirect. Should the NAESB standards have a prohibition on TPs requiring pre-confirmation?


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Rollover of Redirects Combined Comments document.]�Question A: Is it the intent of Commission Orders for NAESB to develop a standard that precludes transmission customers the ability (when requesting a firm redirect with an end time coincident with the parent reservation end time) to indicate to the transmission provider the transmission customer’s choice of path (the original [parent] path or the redirect path) for rollover rights.


If so, is the transmission provider required to hold ATC/AFC on both paths until the transmission customer selects an option?  If they should not hold ATC/AFC on both paths, what rules should be applied?


� Question A(ii): If not, what options, if any, should be available to the transmission customer to continue to have rollover rights on the parent path (see question B and C below)?
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