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via posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, Meeting Administrator / Project Manager

RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Conference Calls Final Minutes – April 29-30, 2008
DATE:

June 30, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Conference Call

April 29, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

April 30, 2008- 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed all of the participants on the conference call.  The participants on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Cunningham gave the anti-trust guidance.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the WEQ-001 recommendation be moved to number 3 on the agenda.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  There was no opposition and the agenda was adopted.  
2. Finish Review of Informal Comments of Conditional Firm Issues including Revisions to Appendix C
Mr. Wood informed the subcommittee that 17 work papers were submitted in response to Mr. Sorenson’s comments regarding the revised S&CP and the three conditional curtailment options (CCO).  The group agreed to use  the document containing the comments of Mr. Harshbarger, Mr. Sorenson, and Ms. Weathers.  Those subcommittee members that submitted work papers would interject as appropriate.  
The group reviewed Ms. Weathers’ document concerning the bridge service agreement.  This document is available for viewing via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its042908w33.doc.  She stated that her document are redlines, which incorporated with comments submitted by Mr. Harshbarger and Mr. Sorenson.  She noted that the revised S&CP includes a revised definition of the term bridge service agreement and the document itself was revised to make language more consistent throughout the proposed standard.  
Mr. Harshbarger noted that the definition of bridge agreement should be revised throughout the text since the bridge definition is invariably used.  Mr. Sorenson responded the definition is only mentioned in this section of the recommendation and should be deleted.  The group agreed that the definition of bridge agreement and bridge period should be deleted from the proposed standards.  
As it relates to the Conditional Curtailment section, Mr. Sorenson commented that conditional curtailment should not be defined.  Ms. Weathers responded that the number of hours option was resolved when the subcommittee added the conditional curtailment level.  Mr. Sorenson indicated that FERC staff defined the number of hours option to mean hours actually curtailed.  He stated an hour cannot be counted if the customer is at priority level 6 but is still able to schedule service.  
Subsequently, the group reviewed and discussed Conditional Curtailment Priority Level section.  Mr. Sorenson questioned the subcommittee if curtailment priority level should be associated with CCO reservation.  Ms. Weathers noted there was value in adding this particular language.  The group determined that CCO reservation was the correct terminology instead of CCO service and amended the language within the section.  In regards to the Conditional Curtailment section, Ms. Rehman noted that her comments indicated that CCO was not clearly defined within the proposed standards and the language “selected by Transmission Customer” needs to be added to the section.  
For the Conditional Curtailment Option section, Ms. Rehman suggested the removal of all references to long-term firm point-to-point service based on the language in Order 890, paragraph 10, which states that providers may offer conditional firm and will be applicable to long-term firm point-to-point service.  The group determined that the reference to long-term firm point-to-point service would remain in the document and insufficient transfer capacity would be subject to either Number of Hours criteria or Systems Condition criteria.  For the Number of Hours section, the subcommittee decided on the following language:  The maximum number of hours in [a defined period] the Transmission Provider is allowed to curtail transmission service at the Conditional Curtailment Priority level as specified in the Long-Term-Point-to-Point service agreement in which the customer has chosen the CCO.  

The group subsequently reviewed and discussed biennial reassessment.  Ms. Weathers noted that it would be difficult for other interested industry members who did not participate on the call to understand this particular section of the proposed standards.  Ms. McIntire concurred that the proposed standards should be further clarified by the subcommittee and less repetitive in nature.  The group revised the language to stipulate that reassessment does not apply to service under which the Transmission Customer has agreed to pay for system upgrades.  
Next, the group reviewed and discussed the Limitations section.  The group agreed to remove Sections 1.1 and 1.2.  Mr. Pritchard noted that these sections were included in Appendix C.  He further stated the subcommittee should include language from Order 890 in Appendix, and contact FERC for further clarification on the issue.  Mr. Skiba stated that the specific FERC references will be included in the recommendation supporting documentation but did not need to be included in Appendix C.  With respect to Section 1.4, Mr. Pritchard noted the language should be changed to indicate that a TP will be required to study the CCO upon the request of the Transmission Customer.  He further noted the request has to be for a period of twelve months.  Ms. McIntire stated the customer does not need to be aware of the option but the TP should be aware of the required study.  Mr. Green questioned whether the language implied that a request for long-term firm would be a separate request.  He also questioned if Section 1.4 would preclude the study of CCO in association with rollover rights for firm redirects.  The group added this issue to the ESS/ITS Parking Lot on Conditional Firm document.  The group revised Section 1.4.1 and deleted Section 1.5.
The group then examined and discussed the Duration of Service section.  The group determined that Section 2.1 did not need further review.  In respect to Section 2.2, Mr. Sorenson suggested the subcommittee revise the language for the bridge customer definition.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the actual upgrade is in the facility and does not need to be included in this section.  However, he noted that it is relevant if the customer has chosen CCO and upgrades which would avoid biennial reassessments.  Ms. McIntire suggested that the proposed standards are drafted to provide further clarification to customers about the process.  The group held further discussion and ultimately determined that the Transmission Customer, by choosing bridge CCO, must choose in its service agreement to fund service upgrades (such as bridge service).
As it relates to Section 2.3, Mr. Wood stated there were several scenarios in which CCO could be selected by a Transmission Customer.  Ms. Weathers noted that a CCO customer that has redirect, short-term firm service will also be available.  Mr. Sorenson remarked that instead of awarding short-term firm service as it becomes available, it should be offered when all conditional customers have been placed at a priority 7.  Mr. Pritchard contended that he would be able to agree with the assessment if the customer were in the number of hours category.  He further stated that the draft language would put a restriction on capacity by not releasing it to the CCO customer.  He noted a restriction could be placed on the number of hours option due to the biennial reassessment.  The group agreed to the following language:  The Transmission Customer choosing the CCO must choose in its service agreement either the System Conditions Criteria or the Number-of-Hours Criteria.  For Section 2.4, the group determined the following issue would be added to the Parking Lot document: Does there need to be any restriction on firm redirects of service that is at a conditional curtailment priority level? The group deferred discussion on this issue for a future date.  
The group evaluated and held discussion on the Initial Granting of Service section.  Mr. Green indicated that he was not opposed to the subcommittee’s removal of Section 3.1, if the proposed standard specified that certain information would be posted on OASIS.  He also indicated that he was concerned with the number of hours concept as provided in Section 3.1.1.  Ms. Otondo stated the proposed language grants the TP the right to assess risk factors but does not give the customer the same rights.  The subcommittee ultimately determined that Section 3.1.1 and 3.1.2 would be deleted from the proposed standards.  Mr. Sorenson suggested new language for Section 3.2 which would include tracking the terms of the conditions of service.  Ms. Weathers made the following motion:  To delete Sections 3.2 and 3.3 in its entirety including subsections (including those paragraphs related to posting of summary CCO Reservation information and service agreements on the OASIS Home Page).  The group held discussion and friendly amendments were offered in regards to the motion.  Mr. Green called for a balanced vote on the motion.  The balanced vote results were 3.7 to 3.3 and the motion failed [Vote].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	1
	3
	1.333333
	0.666667
	2

	Generation
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	End Users
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	IGO
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	4
	4
	8
	3.333333
	3.666667
	7


Mr. Sorenson stated the intent was to post a synopsis of the conditions of curtailment that were specified in the service agreement.  He proposed an alternative to the modified 3.2:  TP shall post on OASIS in association with the CCO reservation a description of the curtailment conditions or information on how such information may be obtained.  Such description may consist of the FERC docket no. associated with the filing of service agreement (once established) or revision thereto or uniform resource locator (URL) where such documentation is posted.  He stated that this part of the template would be in free form text.  Mr. Gilbert contended that he did not want the addition of free form texts to the template.  Mr. Sorenson suggested an alternative in which the TP would draft a new identifier, track conditions, and post all conditions related to curtailment on OASIS.  Ms. Weathers stated she would like to see the conditions provided in a template and disagreed with Mr. Sorenson on his suggestions.  Ms. Otondo stated she agreed with Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion because it will be easier for TPs to keep information up to date.  The group held further discussion on the various options which included placing a link on transtatus and having a new identifier on a new OASIS template.  
Mr. Sorenson made the following motion: Adopt the following language to replace section 3.2 and 3.3:  The Transmission Provider shall post on OASIS in association with CCO Reservation a description of the curtailment conditions or information on how such information may be obtained.  Such description may consist of the FERC docket no. associated with the filing of service agreement (once established) or revision thereto or uniform resource locator (URL) where such documentation is posted.  There was no discussion held on the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed 6 to 1 (with Ms. Rehman, Mr. Green, and Mr. Bates abstaining).  The group provided additional language to Sections 3.1 (which replaced Sections 3.1 and 3.2) and 3.1.1.

Ms. Rehman made the following motion to accept as a concept the following items listed in Section 3.1.1.  The motion is available for viewing via the following link:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its042908a5.doc.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Gilbert addressed his concern including information that was specifically available in the service agreement in the template.  Mr. Sorenson replied that FERC will want this information to be made viewable.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed 5 to 2 (with Mr. Skiba abstaining).
Next, the group reviewed the Reassesssment of Service section.  Mr. Harshbarger reviewed his comment to the group as it relates to Section 4.1.1.  In this comment, he stated the provider is obligated on behalf of the existing long-term firm customers, as well as the CCO customers, to ensure provision of service as listed in the service agreement is appropriate.  He continued that to skip reassessment could result in an increased number of instances where all the firm customers are impacted pro rata, where if there had been a reassessment, the CCO may have had to increase the number of hours for the next two years.  Ms. Otondo agreed with the reassessment timelines.  
The group subsequently assessed and held discussion regarding Section 4.3.1.  Ms. Otondo noted that the original agreement did not indicate that the parties agreed to restrict their rights.  Mr. Wood noted that Order 890, paragraph 981, states the TP will retain the right to reassess after two years of service, will reassess redispatch conditions.  Mr. Wood stated that NAESB should not address this issue at this time.  The group ultimately decided that the TP may require the execution of a new study agreement as part of its Biennial Reassessment provided that it’s included in the TP’s business practices.  The group further determined the issues involved in Section 4.4.2 should be added to the Parking Lot.  The subcommittee modified the language in Section 4.2 to include the following: The TP is only obligated to perform Biennial Reassessment based on the curtailment criteria (Number of Hours or Systems Conditions) selected by the Transmission Customer and specified in service agreement.
Next, the subcommittee reviewed and discussed the Renewal of Service section.  Ultimately, the group determined to strike Sections 5.1 and 5.2 from the proposed standards.  Mr. Sorenson noted that a customer that has a CCO reservation is also eligible for rollover and application for renewal of service.  He stated the subcommittee should address the limitations on the right to rollover and the timeframe in which to submit renewal of service.  Ms. Weathers suggested taking language from Order 890 that addresses the negotiation of service between the TP and the Transmission Customer regarding the timing of the biennial reassessments.  Ms. Rehman subsequently withdrew a motion regarding the deletion of the draft language in Section 5.3.  The group ultimately agreed to delete Section 5.4 since the language was incorporated into Section 4.3.
3. Action Items 

· Mr. Sorenson will review and revise the current version of the 001-n.3 into standard appropriate language.  
· Mr. Sorenson will provide a revised final recommendation on the template structure.
4. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings

· May 7, 2008, conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB
· May 21-22, 2008, conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB.
5. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:08p.m. Central on April 30, 2008.

6. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	Segment
	Vote
	April 29
	April 30

	Natalie McIntire
	American Wind Energy Association
	Generation
	Oppose
	Phone
	

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service 
	Transmission
	In Favor
	Phone
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Transmission
	In Favor
	Phone
	Phone

	Rebecca Berdahl
	BPA
	Transmission
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution/LSE
	In Favor
	Phone
	Phone

	Charlotte Glassman
	Duke Energy
	Distribution/LSE
	--
	
	Phone

	Marjorie Pearlman
	Energy East
	Transmission
	
	Phone
	

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	--
	
	Phone

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Marketers/Brokers
	Oppose
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Transmission
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Cyruleswki
	JDRJC Associates
	IGO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Abstain
	Phone
	Phone

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Rob Lamoureaux
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	N/A
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Patrick Weeres 
	NorthWestern Energy
	Transmission
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	End User
	Oppose
	Phone
	Phone

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	IGO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	

	Catherine Wesley
	PJM
	IGO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketers/Brokers
	
	Phone
	Phone

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Energy
	Transmission
	Oppose
	Phone
	

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Distribution/LSE
	In favor
	Phone
	Phone

	Dan Baisden
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	--
	Phone
	

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Greg Gilbert
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Will Tootle
	SPP
	ISO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	Phone

	Kevin Bates
	SPP
	ISO/RTO
	--
	Phone
	Phone
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