[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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 Draft Minutes – November 12-14, 2008
DATE:

April 20, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
November 12, 2008 – 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM Central
November 13, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central

November 14, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Otondo welcomed the participants.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves in the room and on the phone.  Ms. Otondo suggested revisions to the agenda.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the agenda.  Mr. Harshbarger seconded the motion.  The agenda was unanimously adopted.  The revised agenda is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a1.doc.
· Approval of Meeting Minutes 
· September 3, 2008

The group reviewed and made minor corrections to the minutes.  Ms. Rehman and Ms. Otondo submitted minor corrections to the minutes.  Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Skiba, and Mr. Pritchard submitted revisions to the minutes.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the meeting minutes as amended.  Mr. Sorenson seconded.  The motion was approved.  The final version of the minutes is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its090308fm.doc.
· October 29, 2008

The group reviewed and made corrections to the minutes.  Ms. Knox moved to adopt the meeting minutes as amended.  Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  The 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_its102908fm.doc.
2. 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.8, 2.b.i.1 and 3.a.ii, Network Service on OASIS
· Discussion on Technical Concepts (Architecture) for NITS

The group reviewed and continued discussion as it relates to the NITS Technical Concepts document. 
Mr. Sorenson stated that the concepts will be limited to the arrangement of NITS service on OASIS and there will be no attempt to change the existing OASIS template handling for point-to-point service. 

He said that the recommendation should include the capability to have different types of requests, transactions and submission that could be bound together.  He noted that the current technology, CSV, will complicate data relationships associated with the binding of different types of requests.  Mr. Gilbert stated several industry participants are using XML.  He further stated that switching the technology architecture could prove to be problematic.  Ms. Rehman questioned whether CSV would allow for the use of multiple parts sequence.  Mr. Sorenson responded that the current OASIS (which uses CSV) does not allow for the content type to be in a multiple part form and does not allow for attachments.  Mr. Wood stated that the current technological structure allows for joining of ancillary services.  Mr. Harshbarger questioned how small companies would be able to participate in e-Tag scheduling, which uses XML for the technological architecture.  
The group held extensive discussion regarding the technology architecture of the NITS application.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the e-Tariff business practice standards use XML and questioned whether the inclusion of XML will cause a delay in the implementation of the NITS recommendation.  The group held some discussion as it relates to Transmission Providers (TPs) using its own user interfaces.  Mr. Kothapolli questioned whether OASIS could provide the current interface and an alternative API for web service use (which could accept XML).  The group discussed whether to specify the technological architecture in the proposed NITS business practice standard.  Mr. Skiba noted his concern relating to the use of multiple technologies and proposed only minor modifications to OASIS.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion [Motion 17]: When drafting the OASIS standards we will continue with CSV template architecture with only minor changes (such as http with multiple part transfers).  The subcommittee will reevaluate about 3-5 years to determine whether there is a need to make a technology change.  Ms. Otondo offered a friendly amendment to the motion.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Luzcando noted that the group should stay away from including specific technological implementations within the recommendation.  He recommended that the recommendation follows the current industry standards set forth as it relates to the technological implementations.  Ms. Bigelow questioned whether two technologies could be included on OASIS.  Mr. Sorenson stated that firm point-to-point information could be submitted in CSV or XML form.  Mr. Harshbarger noted his opposition to the motion.  Mr. Gresh noted that the current NAESB business practice standards allows for CSV templates.  He further noted that switching to a XML template would create new development costs.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, and Mr. Sorenson abstaining). [Vote 1]
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	6
	8
	0.5
	1.5
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	4
	6
	10
	2.5
	1.5
	4


Ms. Otondo noted that the subcommittee should determine which types of transactions should be on OASIS.  Mr. Sorenson suggested transactions such as that of Post Resource Load Forecast and Post Resource Operating characteristics.  He stated that the Post NITS application would include one or more interactions which could be implemented together.  After discussion, it was determined that Mr. Sorenson and Mr. Gilbert will draft the initial template structures and will make available for review during the December 4, 2008 conference call.  The group agreed that the following would be Transaction requirements for NITS on OASIS:  undesignation (temporary and permanent); Posting of NITS as an ETC in the ATC; New Designations; Non-Designated resources – Secondary Network.  
· Discussion on transaction requirements for NITS on OASIS

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the NITS Types of Transaction document.  Ms. Bigelow stated it will need to be determined if the recommendation will require the transmission (that accommodates a NITS) to be factored in ATC calculations or if it can be bundled.  Ms. Otondo responded that the process of each transaction is bundled.  She questioned whether additional transactions need to occur beyond the initial application and how to query the data for the NITS agreements.  Mr. Sorenson responded that the query for NITS agreements will involve the START and STOP time and will list the key component of the agreement.  
Next, the group discussed which point-to-point transmission types are applicable to NITS.  Mr. Sorenson stated that there was sufficient information listed for the Batch submittal for single customer to single transmission provider transaction.  He said the basic framework is clear with respect to the Batch submittal for multiple transmission provider transaction.  In regards to a question by Mr. Green, Ms. Otondo stated that an Undesignation is made by the Transmission Customer (TC) and an Eliminate is by the Generator owner.  Mr. Green suggested that Eliminate resource be added to this list with the following parenthetical: (this is for generator owners who pre-populate resource attributes for a resource).  Mr. Green noted that a gap in the proposed business practice standards with the implementation of Motions 10 and 15.  He further noted that a Transmission Customer will be unaware of the elimination of the resource by the generator owner.
Mr. Green made the following motion [Motion 18]: The NAESB standards will include a requirement that prior to eliminating a resource (See Motions 10 and 15), the generator owner must provide all their current customers who have designated that resource 120 days notice (unless otherwise specified in the power purchase contract) of its intent to do so.  During the discussion, Ms. Otondo stated that if the NAESB business practice standards make it a requirement for the generation owners to provide notice, the owners would also have compliance obligations.  Ms. Otondo offered a friendly amendment.  Mr. Green accepted the amendment to the motion.  Mr. Ridgely made the following friendly amendment: to add (or the greater of an existing contract).  He explained that in some cases, the contract for the DNR might be less than or greater than 120 days.  Mr. Green accepted the friendly amendment with modifications.  Mr. Wood noted that the motion did not contain any communication mechanism.  The group reviewed Motion 10 and Motion 15 with respect to Motion 18.  Mr. Pritchard suggested the addition of language to the motion that would reference Motions 10 and 15.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Skiba and Ms. Wesley abstained). [Vote 2]
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	
	4
	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
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	6
	3
	9
	3.666667
	2.333333
	6


The group held discussion with respect to Request Types- Version 2.0.  As it relates to the ORIGINAL request, Mr. Sorenson stated that this request was covered by prior discussions on original applications requests for new DNR and DNL.  He further stated that the typical reservation request is submitted to the Primary Provider (as the Seller of the transmission or ancillary service).  Mr. Wood noted non-designated resources, for a secondary network, should also be included.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that a customer designates its resources and loads.  He further noted that a TP then awards the appropriate transmission to integrate its loads and services.  With respect to RESALE, Ms. Otondo noted that resale is not applicable to NITS and it was noted within the document. 
As it relates to RENEWAL, Mr. Sorenson noted that this transaction was functionally required but refers to the network service contract not to any individual DNR.  He proposed that it be handled as a request to revise and extend the term of the existing NITS agreement for another n years rather than a renewal that is handled point-to-point today.  Mr. Ridgely disagreed with Mr. Sorenson because this would not be applicable to Midwest ISO.  The group held an extensive discussion relating to rollover rights and renewal of rollover rights on a NITS agreement.  After considerable discussion, the group determined there may further be renewals and rollovers conditions and requirements with respect to individual DNRs to be determined.  The group further established that ongoing rights to deliver a resource on a firm basis aka, a DNR, may be handled as extensions to the DNR term rather than renewal as handled with PTP today.
In regards to MATCHING, Mr. Sorenson stated that functionality is required to the extent of exercising ongoing rights associated with the NITSA per Section 2.2 of the Pro Forma (which is required due to competing requests).  Ms. Otondo questioned how Right of First Refusal factors into competing requests.  Mr. Sorenson responded that Section 2.2 reads that a customer may exercise their right for ongoing service but may still have an obligation to meet any competing requests.  He stated that exercising the Right of First Refusal would be part of the renewal process for the NITSA.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the recommendation will need to include sufficient variables to facilitate the matching process.  In response, Mr. Sorenson noted that it would be accommodated in the renewal process for the NITSA.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether competition for DNRs and DNLs needed to take place.  The group agreed 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.iv.1 will need to be expanded to include consideration of competition involving DNRs and non-designated network resources.

With respect to DEFERRAL, Mr. Sorenson stated that a deferral is a request to defer or apply for an extension on start of transmission service.  He noted that there should be a discussion on deferrals as it functionally relates to NITSA.  He further noted that with respect to a new application, it is reasonable for a network customer to request to defer the start of the agreement.  He questioned whether DEFERRAL was specific to Point to Point (PTP) service (Section 15.5 of the Pro Forma OATT).  However, it is not intended to meet the requirements of Section 15.5 of the Pro Forma but to focus on the modification of START/STOP dates.  Mr. Ridgely noted that a customer may request deferral of the start of a DNR.  
The group determined that REDIRECT is a request to redirect all or portion of a transmission reservation to an alternate POR or POD and/or make other changes to the terms of the service as permitted.  Mr. Sorenson noted that redirect is not applicable to NITSA.  He further noted that functionally, a request to simultaneously undesignate a network resource and designate a new network resource (DNR) may be processed equivalently to a redirect.   

RELINQUISH is a request to release all or portion of the capacity of a Redirect on a Non-Firm Basis to the Firm Parent Reservation.  Mr. Pritchard noted that RELINQUISH might be used by a customer to release capacity to the market from a non-designated network resource.  Mr. Sorenson responded that RELINQUISH is not needed for NITSA.  He noted that RELINQUISH for DNRs is functionally equivalent to un-designation.  He stated that this request needs the ability to release capacity held for delivery of a non-designated resource (secondary/non-firm service).
With FULL TRANSFER, the group determined that the request is needed for NITSA functionality and should be handled by changing the network customer.  Mr. Sorenson noted that this request does not apply to DNRs.  For PART TRANSFER, Mr. Sorenson indicated that the group may need to consider whether it is needed because of the transmission capacity availability if a NITSA is split.  He noted that PART TRANSFER is not needed for a DNR.  
RECALL is a request submitted by the Seller (Reseller or Primary Provider) to take back all or portion of the capacity of a transmission reservation. 
Mr. Sorenson noted that RECALL may be needed for NITS service.  He further noted that there is a need for a mechanism for changing the end date of a  NITS Agreement.  After discussion, the group determined that there will be an ability to change the baseline information related to a NITS Agreement which will also include an early termination.  

As it relates to a transmission provider specific registered request type ({registered}), Mr. Sorenson indicated that it may or may not be needed depending upon how the functional specs are written. With respect to STATUS, Ms. Otondo noted that there is a timing table in WEQ-002 on how soon a TP has to modify a STATUS.  The revised Types of Transactions document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a3.doc.
· Review of changes made to Parking Lot (grouping of items and addition of cites)

The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to ESS/ITS Parking Lot- NITS on OASIS document.  Mr. Pritchard gave a brief overview of the document.  With respect to the Initial Applications requirements and process, Ms. Rehman questioned whether this data needed to be included on OASIS.  In review of Forecast Issues, Mr. Prtichard questioned whether it could be included as an ETC item.  
As it relates to Transmission Providers’ needs, the group determined that Item 2
 had been answered and responded with the following: Subcommittee made the determination to use CSV.  The group also determined that Item 3
 had been completed.  The group added two additional items to the Parking Lot: Items 6
 and 7
.  The revised document is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a6.doc.
· Review of changes made to Concepts (addition of cites)

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the NITS Concepts with Order Cites document.  Ms. Bigelow noted that she reviewed and cited FERC Order Nos. 890, 890-A, and 890-B throughout the initial concepts document as applicable to NITS. She further noted that she also provided the FERC and pro forma OATT citations in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet as it applies to the concepts developed by the subcommittee.  Ms. Bigelow will develop a separate document with citations from the pro forma OATT as it corresponds to the NITS Concepts document.  The revised NITS Concepts with Order Cites document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a8.doc.  The NITS Concepts with Cites Matrix is also available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a7.xls.
The group held substantial discussion as it relates to Mr. Pritchard’s request for a Motion to Reconsider for Motion 18.  After significant debate and review of the Modern Rules of Parliamentary Procedure, 2nd edition, it was determined that a Motion to Rescind would be noted on the agenda for the December 4, 2008 meeting.  
· Discuss WEQ-001 document provided by M. Otondo

The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the WEQ-001 document provided by Ms. Otondo.  In review of the document, the group determined that definitions would be needed for the following terms: Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS); Temporary termination of a DNR; and Permanent termination of a DNR.  For WEQ-001-n.1, the group modified the title of the subject to “NITS Application Requirements.”  In relation to WEQ-001-n.1.2, Mr. Sorenson offered the following language: The Transmission Provider shall provide the capability on OASIS for the customer to enter, add, and revise information related to the NITS Initial Application over an extended period of time prior to submittal to the Transmission Provider for consideration.  Ms. Rehman suggested the following addition to the recommendation for WEQ-001-n.1.2.1: If the deficiency is not remedied by the deadline, the NITS Initial Application shall be deemed invalid.
The group held extensive discussion regarding WEQ-001-n.2.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether the NAESB business practice standards address how a TP processes an initial application and in particular, how the TP determines which paths will be used.  Ms. Bigelow suggested that WEQ-001-n.2.1 and 2.2 be combined.  Mr. Pritchard suggested that WEQ-001-n.2.1-2.5 be deleted from the recommendation.  As it relates to WEQ-001-n.2.6, Mr. Pritchard stated that deficiency requirements will need to be recorded.  He also suggested data elements for WEQ-001-n.1.19 and 1.20.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion [Motion 19]:  Move that section n.2.1-n.2.5 be removed from the October 10, 2008 version of this recommendation for Network Service on OASIS.  Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion.  There was no discussion pertaining to the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Green opposed; Ms. Knox, Ms. Otondo, Ms. Bigelow, Ms. Wesley, Ms. Anderson and Mr. Wood abstained).  Mr. Pritchard suggested the following notation for WEQ-001-2.6.1: The Transmission Provider will be responsible for posting sufficient data to document ATC/ETC calculations.  This may include specific ETC set asides for load growth which are not captured in specific DNRs, but are reflected in load forecasts.  Ms. Rehman noted that this section may belong in standard WEQ-001-19, 20 – Version 002 in that area addressing the ATC calculation methodology.  The group agreed that WEQ-001-2.6.2 and 2.6.2.1 would be discussed after the determination of the technical specifications.  It may not be needed based on WEQ-001-2.6.1.  An update version of the NITS Motions document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a2.doc.
The group held extensive discussion as it relates to NITS Transactions/Batch Submittals.  It was determined that WEQ-001-n.3 and its subsections will be discussed after determination of technical specifications.  The group further agreed that the same would be determined for WEQ-001-n.4 and its subsections.  The revised document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its111208a5.doc.
3. Update by BPS/ESS/ITS co-chairs on status of definitions section of the WEQ standards

Mr. Skiba gave an update on the recommendation for NAESB definition of terms.  He noted that during the September 2008 BPS meeting, the group suggested the removal of definitions from individual business practice standards for more consistency within the NAESB Definition of Terms.  He further noted that modifications were made to the following individual business practice standards:  WEQ-005, WEQ-006, WEQ-007 and WEQ-011.  During the November 2008 WEQ EC meeting, the EC agreed to the approach that the WEQ subcommittee co-chairs were undertaking as it relates to the general agreement to developing a common set of definitions.  Mr. Skiba stated that the subcommittee co-chairs asked for clarification on the process.  The EC determined that the subcommittee co-chairs will draft a recommendation of the NAESB Definition of Terms and post them for a formal comment period.  Mr. Skiba said that the subcommittee co-chairs reviewed the definitions during a conference call held November 6, 2008.  He noted that a subsequent meeting of the co-chairs has been scheduled for early December 2008.  He further noted that the goal is to have the recommendation completed and posted for an industry formal comment period by 1st quarter 2009.  

4. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· December 15-16, 2008, hosted by Entergy, in New Orleans, Louisiana
· January 20-22, 2009, hosted by NAESB, in Houston, Texas
5. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 2:48p.m. Central on November 14, 2008.
6. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	Segment
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	11/12
	11/13
	11/14

	Pat Monsoon
	N/A
	Transmission
	
	In favor
	
	
	

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	Transmission
	Oppose
	Abstain
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Raj Hundal
	BC 
	Transmission
	
	
	Phone
	
	

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Transmission
	In favor
	In favor
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

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

	Charlotte Glassman
	Duke Energy
	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	
	
	Phone

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US
	Marketers/Brokers
	
	
	
	Phone
	

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	Abstain
	Abstain
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

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

	Alan Thornton
	Entergy
	Transmission
	
	
	Phone
	
	

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

	Kathy Anderson 
	Idaho Power Company
	Transmission
	Oppose
	
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Tessia Park
	Idaho Power Company
	Transmission
	
	
	
	Phone
	

	Frederick Poelhuber
	Interpro
	
	--
	
	Phone
	
	

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/Planner
	--
	
	In Person
	In Person
	

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/Planner
	In favor
	Abstain
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/Planner
	--
	--
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Edgardo Luzcando
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/Planner
	--
	--
	Phone
	
	

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

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO – Duke IE
	Transmission
	
	
	
	
	Phone

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

	Jenella Battles
	NV Energy
	Transmission
	
	
	
	
	Phone

	Marilyn Franz
	NV Energy
	Transmission
	Oppose
	
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Ernie Cardone 
	NYISO
	IGO/Planners
	--
	
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	End User
	Abstain
	In favor
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	IGO/Planner
	In favor
	
	Phone
	
	Phone

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	IGO/Planner
	--
	Abstain
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Matt Richard
	Portland General Electric
	Transmission
	Oppose
	
	Phone
	
	

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketers/Brokers
	
	Oppose
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound Energy
	Transmission
	Oppose
	In favor
	In Person
	In Person
	

	Murai Kothapolli
	Salt River Project
	Marketers/Brokers
	Oppose
	
	Phone
	
	

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Marketers/Brokers
	
	Oppose
	
	Phone
	

	Jim Hansen
	Seattle City Light
	Distribution/LSE
	--
	
	Phone
	
	

	Greg Gilbert
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	--
	
	Phone
	
	

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


� [The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS NITS Parking Lot document.]  Item 2: If two different technologies (CSV for point to point, and something else for NITS), does this complicate the concomitant evaluation, would it be compatible?


� Item 3: Review all point-to-point transaction request types for applicability to NITS, including assignments and transfers.


� Item 6: The subcommittee recognizes the distinct differences between market and non-market entities where as, processes and procedures may not be applicable to both.  May invoke Attachment C.


� Item 7: The subcommittee may determine a need to have regional or ATC methodology base differences.
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