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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) Meeting Final Minutes – March 17-19, 2009
DATE:

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

ESS/ITS Meeting
March 17, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

March 18, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

March 19, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern
FINALMINUTES
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.  Ms. Otondo suggested the addition of Review of the Mission Statement to the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda.  Ms. Rodriguez seconded the agenda.  The agenda was adopted as amended.  The agenda is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its031709a1.doc.
· Approval of Meeting Minutes
· March 4, 2009
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the revisions provided by Mr. Pritchard.  Mr. Pritchard moved to adopt the minutes as revised.  The minutes were unanimously adopted as final.  The final minutes are available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its030409fm.doc.
· Administrative
· Proposed Subcommittee Reporting Structure
Mr. Wood gave a brief overview of a meeting held by the WEQ subcommittee co-chair task force as it relates to the proposed subcommittee structure.  During the February WEQ EC meeting, the EC held significant discussion in regards to the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) reporting to the ESS/ITS or being considered as a WEQ subcommittee.  The EC tasked the subcommittees 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.  

During the meeting, it was determined by the task force that the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) would become a WEQ subcommittee.  The task force also agreed that the Joint ESS/ITS subcommittee would merge into one reporting structure under the name of the OASIS subcommittee.  JISWG is currently drafting its Mission Statement to present to the WEQ EC.  The ESS/ITS will review the mission statement of the OASIS subcommittee during the April 7-9, 2009 meeting.  
· Subcommittee Administrative Procedures Update
The subcommittee reviewed the Administrative Procedures during its March 13, 2009 call.  NAESB staff is currently reviewing the procedures.  

2. Review Revised Subcommittee Mission Statement

The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the Mission Statement.  The co-chairs will go to the EC at the May meeting with the revised Subcommittee Mission Statement.  Ms. Otondo moved to amend the agenda to place this at the end of the meeting.  Mr. Green seconded the motion.  The mission statement was moved to after the discussion on Rollover Rights of redirects on a firm basis.  
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)

· Possible revisions to proposed Business Practice Standards related to rollover of redirects
· Continue to establish plan(s) for addressing issue(s)
The group reviewed and held discussion on the revisions provided by Mr. Pritchard.  Mr. Pritchard gave a brief overview as it relates to the revisions to the recommendation and the concepts, specifically Core Concepts 11-A
, 12
, and 13
.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the Examples do not take into consideration that Rollover Rights may vary over time.  He further stated that the limitation for ongoing Rollover Rights could be a time varying profile.  He noted that, if the profile involves interaction between the Transmission Customer (TC) and Transmission Provider (TP), this will require a change to the template structure.  He said that with the addition of optionality for the customer, this will require an update of the templates.  He noted three additional key capacity data elements: 1) Capacity that is being redirected at the end of term of the Parent Reservation; 2) Capacity Eligible for Rollover and; 3) Unexercised Rollover Rights or any limitation.  He stated that the addition of the flag would occur if the TC would want the Redirect to be considered for Rollover Rights.  
Mr. Green questioned whether limitations exist for the customer to choose Rollover Rights at 100 MW.  Mr. Sorenson responded in the affirmative.  He stated that if a customer asks for 100MW of Rollover Rights, the customer has options.  The customer can choose to withdraw the Redirect or could opt to take the 100 MW on the Redirect.  However, the MW value considered for Rollover Rights would drop to 70MW leaving only 30MW on the parent.  The customer could also drop the MW value from 100 MW to 70MW on the redirect which matches the limitation.  Finally, the customer could opt out of Rollover Rights.
Mr. Wood noted that flexibility occurs when the TC counteroffers for Rollover Rights of redirects.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the counteroffer / rebid process would be served during the negotiation process of the final study.  In response to Mr. Pritchard’s question regarding the rebid process, Mr. Sorenson indicated that the recommendation could state that the capacity considered by the TP for Rollover Rights is the capacity being redirected at the end of term.  If the Rollover Rights are not granted in full, it could be flagged in the template structure as a counteroffer.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 5): “If the TP is unable to make available the full requested amount for redirect with Rollover Rights based on study limitation, the customer’s rollover allocation between the parent path and redirect path will be determined off-line. The TP will then document the outcome on OASIS.”  Ms. Rehman stated that once the customer sets the flag for Rollover Rights, the OASIS can accommodate a request from the customer for negotiations (transcust or transrequest).  Negotiations for rollover amount / distribution (capacity eligible for rollover conveyed, the unexercised Rollover Rights / limitation of rollover) shall be off OASIS, and the result, including any change to the flag sets, shall be posted on OASIS.  During the discussion, Mr. Green stated that the Transmission Customer (TC) would make the request to redirect with Rollover Rights on OASIS.  He further stated that the Transmission Provider would either accept the request or counteroffer with a different MW value for the study.  Ms. Otondo and Mr. Green suggested a friendly amendment to the motion as reflected above.  Ms. Rehman agreed with the friendly amendment.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Otondo opposed).  
The group reviewed and held extensive discussion in regards to the Example 8 of Appendix B in the recommendation.  In regards to the Request to Rollover flag, Mr. Wood questioned whether a Long-Term Firm Service on a short duration would be similar to the rollover flag.  Mr. Pritchard stated that a redirect does not create two short-term firm requests.  Mr. Sorenson made the following motion (Motion 6): “To be considered for the conveyance of Rollover Rights, the Redirect request must meet all requirements for submission of a long-term request for service that ends co-terminus with the parent reservation and shall be treated as all other Long-Term service request (e.g., treated as Tier 1 with respect to other services, etc.) with the single exception that the duration of the request may be less than 12 months in duration but must be a minimum 3 months.”  During the discussion, Ms. Bigelow suggested the minimum term of 90 days (3 months) to be studied for rollover rights.  Mr. Williamson noted that it is reasonable to have a month duration included in the recommendation.  After extensive discussion on the minimum term to study a request for Rollover Rights, the majority of the group agreed to the three month period.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Pritchard, and Ms. Otondo opposed; Mr. Green abstaining).
Mr. Pritchard made the following motion (Motion 7): “To signal the desire to request rollover rights on the parent reservation, when redirecting to end of the term, customer must set a flag in OASIS.”  During the discussion, Mr. Sorenson stated it may be better resolved to have the customer indicate their waiver of rollover rights.  He offered a friendly amendment to the motion as reflected above.  Mr. Pritchard accepted the friendly amendment.  With a simple majority vote, the motion unanimously passed.  
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to Concept 11-A, Example1 (Full Rebid Option) 
 of the Core Concepts document.  The group added the following language: Additional Motions made and passed that may have impact on these examples (Specifically, OASIS Rebid functionality will not be used in instances where the TP, after evaluation, can grant lower rollover MW values. Determination of the allocation of Rollover Rights will be off-OASIS.)  Ms. Bigelow noted that the group will need to address preemption and competition within the concepts.  
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to WEQ-001-B, Example 8.  Mr. Wood noted that Motion 6 limits the minimum reservation term for Rollover Rights of Redirects.  He suggested that the minimum term be changed from 3 months to 1 month.  Mr. Green made the following motion (Motion 8): “Motion to Reconsider Motion #6.”  With a simple majority vote, the motion to reconsider passed (with Mr. Eckelkamp and Ms. Knox opposed; Mr. Sorenson abstaining).
In discussion of reconsideration of Motion 6, Mr. Sorenson noted the following requirements for rollover of redirects:  A Long-Term Request must be submitted more than 60 days prior to the start.  If the request is submitted less than 60 days, the TP has no obligation to honor the request.  With respect to the minimum period for a redirect with Rollover Rights, he stated that if the minimum term is 1 month, then the conveyance of rollover rights is 90 days prior to the end of term and renewal is submitted at 60 days, and the customer has to submit the request within 30 days.  He explained that for a minimum term of 2 months, the customer has to submit a request 4 months prior to the end of term and will have 60 days to get the study done and the redirect accepted.  For a minimum term of 3 months, the customer has to submit a request 5 months prior the end of the term and will have 90 days to get the study done and redirect accepted.  He stated that the TP can determine if expedited procedures are necessary.  Mr. Saini offered a friendly amendment to change the minimum term to 1 month.  Mr. Sorenson agreed to the friendly amendment (Motion 6): 


To be considered for the conveyance of Rollover Rights, the redirect request must meet all requirements for submission of a long-term request for service that ends co-terminus with the parent reservation and shall be treated as all other long-term service requests (e.g., treated as Tier 1 with respect to other services, etc.) with the single exception that the duration of the request may be less than 12 months in duration but must be a minimum of 1 month.
Mr. Pritchard stated that it is not necessary to have a minimum term for a yearly request.  With a simple majority vote, the reconsideration of Motion 6 failed (with Ms. Otondo, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Eckelkamp, Ms. Knox, Ms. Anderson opposed; Mr. Saini and Ms. Rodriguez abstaining). This results in Motion 6 being nullified.  Mr. Sorenson noted that parts of Example 8 are predicated on the now defunct Motion 6.  He further noted that these examples support the proposed business practice standards and suggested revisions to WEQ-001-9.7.1.1 and 9.7.4. 
Ms. Bigelow made the following motion (Motion 9):  “To be considered for the conveyance of rollover rights, the redirect request must meet all requirements for submission of a long-term request for service that ends co-terminus with the parent reservation and shall be treated as all other long-term service requests (e.g., treated as Tier 1 with respect to other services, etc.) with the single exception that the duration of the request may be less than 12 months in duration but must be a valid increment for  firm service under the TP’s approved Tariff.  A minimum duration may be determined by TPs in accordance with their business practices. Any request to convey rollover rights on a redirect that is less than 12 months in duration shall not be afforded the option to waive the conveyance of rollover rights; however, the TC may withdraw such redirect request.”  Mr. Saini offered a friendly amendment as reflected above.  Ms. Bigelow agreed to the friendly amendment.  
During the discussion, based on Mr. Sorenson’s concern, Ms. Otondo offered the following friendly amendment: “A request that has been treated as Tier 1 cannot later remove the request for Rollover Rights on the redirect.” Ms. Bigelow accepted and modified the friendly amendment.  Mr. Pritchard noted that with this motion, there is no restriction and the customer may request any group of hours and days that terminates at the same time of the Parent reservation.  He stated this motion establishes a mechanism where the customer can submit a request for firm redirect at the end of the term for 1 year (or 60 days).  Ms. Otondo offered the following friendly amendment: “Must be a valid short term firm increment under the TP’s approved Tariff.”  Ms. Bigelow agreed to the friendly amendment.  Mr. Sorenson offered the following friendly amendment: “Any request to convey Rollover Rights on a Redirect which is less than 12 months shall not be afforded the option to waive the conveyance of Rollover Rights than to withdraw such a request.”  Mr. Green noted that he was fundamentally opposed to the Motion for two specific reasons.  He stated that the first part of the motion is addressing the fact that the subcommittee was unable to agree on either of two motions that would have put some details into the standard.  He felt that it was inappropriate that the outcome of those 2 motions is that the subcommittee merely proposes a standard that left all specifics to Transmission Provider discretion.  In addition, he noted that he was opposed to the second part of the motion added by Ms. Otondo.  He further noted that this addition has removed elements that were previously agreed to in the ESS/ITS Concepts document.  However, his principle objection was that it was inappropriate to tie passage of that item to passage of the issues dealt with in the first part of the motion.  They represented two of a multitude of items to be covered in the ultimate standard and there was no reason for them to be tied.  Ms. Otondo was opposed to Mr. Green’s assessment.  Ms. Wesley made a motion to limit the discussion of the debate.  Mr. Gresh seconded the motion.  Ms. Otondo stated that the motion is based upon an understanding of what a Tier 1 request would involve.  She believed that without the additional language at some point the Tier 1 request could be treated as a short-term request.  She further stated that the motion did not reflect what she understood it originally to be.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (5.7 to 2.3) (with Ms. Rodriquez abstaining) [Vote 1].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	5
	
	5
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	2
	3
	0.666667
	1.333333
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	IGO
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	9
	3
	12
	5.666667
	2.333333
	6


The group continued review of Example 8 of WEQ-001-B.  With respect to the explanation for Example 8, Mr. Sorenson stated that Example 8 may not meet a TP’s requirement that an original request for this service be submitted for a minimum term of 12 months.  Ms. Otondo and Ms. Wesley provided the following language:  “The following Examples 8 through 16 assumes the Transmission Provider, through their business practices have not specified a minimum term for firm redirect requests with Rollover Rights.  Consistent with WEQ-001-9.7.4, may place such a minimum term requirement on a redirect request with Rollover Rights.”  Mr. Pritchard noted that this statement will need to be addressed throughout the rest of the recommendation.  The group agreed and the recommendation was modified accordingly.  
In review of Example 9, the group added Request to Retain Rollover on Parent flag.  Mr. Pritchard suggested the use of INVALID because TSR3 will be INVALID.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the following title for Example 9:  “Rollover Rights Renewed on Original Path Are Not Eligible to be conveyed to Firm Redirect.”  The group also added the following language to the explanation of the fifth table of Example 9: “If the Customer Redirects the Parent Renewal (TSR2) to path C-D, they must submit a Redirect on a Firm Basis in compliance with WEQ-001-9.7 against Renewal (TSR2). If the Customer requests Rollover Rights (beyond 1/1/2014) on Path C-D, they should indicate the request for Rollover Rights when submitting the Redirect of TSR2.”
The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to Example 10 of WEQ-001-B.  Mr. Green suggested changing the 40 MW to 60 MW instead of 50 MW and 50 MW for capacity eligible for Rollover Rights.  The group agreed and the modification was applied throughout the recommendation.  

Mr. Saini made the following motion (Motion 10): “When requesting Rollover Rights, the Transmission Customer cannot submit a request for redirect capacity that exceeds the Capacity Eligible for Rollover on the parent.”  Mr. Saini explained that a TC cannot submit a request for redirect to the end of the term that requires Rollover Rights for a MW capacity greater than the Capacity Eligible for Rollover on the parent.  During the discussion, Mr. Sorenson stated that the redirect should be limited to less than the Rollover Rights conveyed due because of its treatment as a Tier 1 (short-term request).  He further stated that the TP could ensure that the MW requested in the redirect could not exceed the current MW capacity on redirect.  The group reviewed and held discussion as regarding to previous motions to ensure that this particular motion is appropriate.  
Ms. Wesley made a motion to limit the discussion.  The majority of the group did not agree to limit the discussion of the motion.  Mr. Pritchard made a motion to limit the discussion to 20 minutes without queue specifics.  The majority of the group agreed to limit the discussion of the motion.  Mr. Sorenson stated that all redirect standards including WEQ-001-9.7 are to be negotiated between the Transmission customer and provider.  Mr. Pritchard offered a friendly amendment to the motion as reflected above.  Mr. Saini agreed to the friendly amendment.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (5.5 to 1.5) [Vote 2].  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	1
	4
	1.5
	0.5
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	IGO
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	7
	1
	8
	5.5
	0.5
	6


Mr. Eckelkamp made the following motion: “Capacity Eligible for Rollover cannot exceed the redirected capacity requested.”  Mr. Sorenson offered a friendly amendment to the motion.  After discussion, Mr. Eckelkamp agreed to the friendly amendment (Motion 11): 


In consideration of the special treatment of Redirect with Rollover requests for durations less than one year (i.e., Tier 1 treatment), the Standard Recommendation shall reflect the following situations: 1) On submission, the Customer shall not be allowed to request the capacity to be redirected in excess of the current Capacity Eligible for Rollover in effect on the parent reservation; the TP may deem such a request to be invalid;  2) At the time the TP begins the evaluation of the Redirect with Rollover request, the TP shall limit the evaluation and subsequent offer to grant capacity on the redirect request to be the lesser of the capacity requested in the Redirect with Rollover or the current Capacity Eligible for Rollover in effect on the parent reservation at that time.
With a simple majority vote, the motion passed unanimously.  The group applied modifications to the recommendation with as it relates to the language presented in the motions.  The group provided the following language to Notes for Examples 8-n: “The service attributes in each of these examples is assumed to be set of valid attributes defined by the Transmission Provider for long-term point to point transmission service e.g., YEARLY FIRM POINT TO POINT FULL PERIOD FIXED.”  The updated Rollover of Redirect Motions (March 19, 2009) are available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its031709a2.doc.
The group agreed to post the revised recommendation for an informal comment period ending April 3, 2009.  The request for informal comment is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its032409reqcom.doc.
4. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 11:46a.m. Eastern on March 19, 2009.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Segment
	March 17
	March 18
	March 19
	Vote 1
	Vote 2

	Marcie Otondo 
	Arizona Public Service
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Larry Williamson
	Black Hills Corporation
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	
	In favor
	

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Public Administration
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	In favor
	Oppose

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution/LSE
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	Abstain

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US
	Marketers/Brokers
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose
	--

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	--
	In favor

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	--

	Barry Green 
	EPSA 
	Marketers/Brokers
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Oppose
	Abstain

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	
	--
	--

	Marie Knox 
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO / Duke IE
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	
	--
	

	Vikram Godbole
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/Planners
	Phone
	Phone
	
	--
	

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	N/A
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	N/A
	N/A

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	End Users
	In Person 
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	IGO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	--
	In favor

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	IGO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	--

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketers/Brokers
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Tahnika Rodriguez 
	TVA
	Marketers/Brokers
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Abstain
	--


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Rollover Rights on Redirect Core Concepts (March 18, 2009)]� Concept 11-A: What is the counteroffer process? 





When a customer wants rollover rights they will set the flag for rollover rights which effectively includes also requesting MW values for Capacity Eligible for Rollover and Unexercised Rollover Rights. The Transmission Provider if not able to grant the requested MW values will counteroffer on these values. The question is what is the Customer’s re-bid option?


The Customer can rebid lower MW values than counter offered by the TP


Provide the customer the option to turn off the “flag” for request of rollover rights if the counteroffer is unacceptable, effectively converting it to a firm redirect without rollover rights.


Using this approach will need to modify the rollover template to include both Capacity Eligible for Rollover and Unexercised Rollover Rights and may require additional fields to facilitate the counteroffer/rebid process.


� Concept 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.


� Concept 13: 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?





� Concept 11-A, 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.
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