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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, Meeting Administrator / Project Manager

RE:
Joint WEQ ESS and ITS Meeting Final Minutes- May 7, 2008
DATE:

June 30, 2008
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Joint ESS/ITS Conference Call

May 7, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES

1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the conference call.  The participants introduced themselves on the phone.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidance.  The subcommittee agreed to and discussed the following additions to the Agenda: Continue Discussion on Concepts and Feedback to the EC.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  The agenda was adopted without opposition or discussion.  

2. Continue discussion on Conditional Firm
· Continue Discussion on Concepts
The group continued the discussion on the ESS/ITS Issues on Conditional Firm Recommendation document developed in past meetings.  The group agreed to review the issues in numerical order and in conjunction review the proposed standards.  With respect to Issue 3,
 Ms. Otondo noted that third parties making OASIS postings would be difficult and would involve the coordination with other Transmission Providers (TP).  The group agreed that Issue 3 had been answered and determined that a tagging specification was not an OASIS specification.  The subcommittee further determined that Issues 4
 and 5
 required no further discussion.  
The group subsequently addressed Issue 8
 of the ESS/ITS Issues on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The subcommittee ultimately determined that the language used in Motions 7 and 8 of the ESS/ITS Motions on Conditional Firm document will be incorporated into the proposed standards.  In response to Issue 9
, the subcommittee will use the proposed language as drafted at the April 29-30 meeting for Section 4.3, 4.3.1, 4.3.2, and 5.3.  The proposed standards language is included as the status for Issue 9 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation document.  Ms. Otondo noted that the subcommittee will not be addressing this issue of rollover in this standard.  She stated the TP will determine whether a new service agreement is necessary.  The subcommittee determined the same proposed language would be used in response to Issue 10
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  
Next, the subcommittee reviewed Issue 11
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation and determined that Motion 8 of the ESS/ITS Motions on Conditional Firm document covered the item.  The subcommittee held no further discussion regarding Issue 12
  The subcommittee discussed Issue 13
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation and agreed to implement the proposed language as stated in Issue 9 and its subsets.  The subcommittee further reviewed Issue 14
 and determined no additional action was required.
The group subsequently discussed and reviewed Issue 15
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether any special limitations existed for rollover rights for CCO.  Mr. Wood referred the group to the Conditional Firm Recommendation as revised by Mr. Sorenson and stated the section had been deleted from the proposed standards.  Ms. Otondo noted that rollover rights for CCO will remain the same as rollover rights for all other long-term firm service.  Therefore, no language is needed in this proposed standards language to address the issue.  The group noted this as the response to Issue 15.  The group further determined that Issue 17
 will require further review and will be discussed at the May 11-12 meetings.
Next, the group determined that Issue 18
 and 19
 will be part of the technical template discussion.  Issue 20
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation was addressed by Motion 5 of the ESS/ITS Motions on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The group held discussion regarding Issue 22
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Ms. Otondo stated the subcommittee needed to review Section 6.4.3 to ensure the language maintains its consistency throughout the proposed standards.    Ms. Otondo noted that every TP has to write a procedure for implementation of curtailment service and this implementation could be posted on OASIS.  She expressed her concern with this particular language.  The subcommittee ultimately agreed to remove Section 6.4.  The subcommittee agreed to not have language that would require TPs to have to create potentially unnecessary procedures that are in addition to those already required by NAESB standards or FERC.
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion on Issue 23
 of the ESS/ITS Issues on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Ms. Rehman conducted a review of Docket No. RM95-9-014.  She stated FERC’s intent was to accept the seven day lag as the end of the curtailment but this intent was not incorporated into regulatory language.  She noted the regulatory text only applies to regular schedules and not curtailed schedules.  She further noted that there was no NAESB or FERC language available regarding when curtailed schedules should be posted.  
Ms. Otondo stated the group will need to discuss the following three concepts: (1) when curtailment priority changes; (2) when a specific condition is in effect (3) when a cut will occur.  Mr. Wood stated that it should be posted when curtailment or the number of hours option occurs.  He explained that one way for this to occur would be the implementation of a reduction template, such that it will reflect a change in the priority on OASIS and not in service.  He noted another option would be to inform the coordinator of the tagging system to reduce the tag and wait for the tag to be unmasked during curtailment.  He noted that curtailments are not reduction records because reduction records show reduction in capacity to the extent that capacity is limited on the reservation.  Mr. Saini noted that the current reduction template is designed for capacity in the reservation.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether NAESB should show on OASIS a reduction in curtailment priority.  Ms. McIntire stated that in most circumstances  the posting would be suitable.  Mr. Wood noted that masking only occurs to customer not on the tag.  Ms Otondo questioned whether scheduledetail would be sufficient for communication with customer regarding curtailment.  Mr. Wood stated there is no place on OASIS to indicate when a specific condition will take effect.  Mr. Wood and Ms. Rehman voiced their opposition to posting on OASIS specific conditions in effect for CCO contracts.  Mr. Sorenson stated there is a need for transparency and that posting on OASIS can be managed.  
Mr. Green made the following motion: Information will be posted on OASIS that documents when any specific individual applicable system condition in any CCO Reservation is in effect.  Such postings shall be made as soon as practicable but no later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the conditions.  Posting of information which is deemed to be sensitive for reasons of reliability, security, or commercial impacts will be separately addressed.  The group held discussion regarding the motion.  Ms. Otondo offered a friendly amendment to the motion.  Mr. Green called for a balanced vote.  With a balanced vote, the motion failed 3 to 3 (with Mr. Skiba abstaining from the vote) [Vote 1].

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Generation
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	IGO
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	3
	4
	7
	3
	3
	6


Ms. McIntire made the following motion:  Information will be posted on OASIS that document when all specific individual applicable system condition in any CCO Reservation is in effect.  Such postings shall be made as soon as practicable but no later than 3 hours after the TP becomes aware of the occurrence of the conditions.  Posting of the information which is deemed to be sensitive for reasons of reliability, security, or commercial impacts will be separately addressed.  With a balanced vote, the motion failed 3 to 3 (with Mr. Skiba abstaining from the vote) [Vote 2]..
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Generation
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	IGO
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	3
	4
	7
	3
	3
	6


The group reviewed the information provided by Ms. Rehman and determined the prior decision to eliminate specific language in Section 6.6 on curtailment posting in scheduledetail was the correct decision.  Other templates may contain curtailment information and will be discussed during the “technical” discussion.  The group determined that no further requirements will be added for posting of system conditions in effect.
In regards to Issue 24
, the subcommittee determined that if the reservation curtailment priority can be profiled, the standards may need to be changed so the firm portion can be recognized and redirected.  The group further determined, in regards to Issue 25
, that language proposed at the April 29-30 meeting would be used to address short-term firm capacity.  The following language is the language that will be used in the proposed standards: If short-term firm capability becomes available that would alleviate the constraint(s) associated with a CCO Reservation, the Transmission Provider shall ensure the CCO Reservation, is at a Firm curtailment priority prior to offering Short-Term Firm Point-to-Point service.  
The group held discussion regarding Issue 30
 to the ESS/ITS Issues on Conditional Firm document.  Mr. Wood noted that conditional firm contracts should be treated as long-term firm point-to-point service. After further discussion, the group ultimately determined this issue did not need to be addressed for the initial recommended standard.  Mr. Skiba noted that the subcommittee may make a recommendation to the EC to include an additional item in the Annual Plan and/or ask the EC for direction regarding this issue.  Mr. Green will draft a request, on behalf of the subcommittee, for the EC to consider the issue of conditional firm contracts at a later date.
3. Feedback to the EC 
Mr. Wood will give an update to the EC in the upcoming EC meetings in Washington, DC on the subcommittee’s progress. 
4. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· May 21-22, 2008, conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB.
· May 27, 2008, conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB.
5. Action Items

· Mr. Green will draft a request, on behalf of the subcommittee, for the EC to consider the issue of conditional firm contracts at a later date.

· Mr. Wood will give an update to the EC on the subcommittee’s progress.

· Mr. Skiba will provide an update to the EC on the WEQ BPS progress.  

6. Adjourn
Mr. Wood moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 4:02 p.m. Central on May 7, 2008.

7. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Segment
	Vote 1
	Vote 2

	Natalie McIntire
	American Wind Energy Association
	Generation
	In favor
	In favor

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS
	Transmission
	Oppose
	Oppose

	Rebecca Berdahl
	BPA
	Transmission
	--
	--

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Transmission
	Oppose
	Oppose

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution/LSE
	Oppose
	Oppose

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	--
	--

	Yarrow Etheridge
	Entergy
	Transmission
	--
	--

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Marketers/Brokers
	Oppose
	Oppose

	Jim Cyrulewski
	JDRJC Associates
	IGO/RTO
	--
	--

	Rob Lamoureux
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	--

	Gail Parker 
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	--

	Ed Skiba 
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Abstain
	Abstain

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	--

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	N/A
	--
	--

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB
	N/A
	--
	--

	Ernie Cardone
	New York ISO
	IGO/RTO
	--
	--

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	End User
	Oppose
	

	Joel Segal
	PJM
	IGO/RTO
	--
	--

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	Oppose
	Oppose

	Wendy Weathers 
	SRP
	Distribution/LSE
	--
	--

	Richard Bacon
	WAPA
	Transmission
	--
	--


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Issues with Conditional Firm Recommendation Concepts document.]  � Issue 3: Definition of Conditional Curtailment refers to tagging priority (6NN) which is not in OASIS (NERC curtailment equal to 6 would be the OASIS equivalent/designation). Need to review and adjust accordingly.


� Issue 4: Under the number of hours option, the count for number of hours is when curtailment of a tag actually occurs during a reduced priority hour/period. Curtailment when in priority of 7, does not count in the number of hours. Reduction in tag curtailment priority alone does not count in the number of hours. See 3.1.1 and 6.3 of OATI + WC draft.


� Issue 5: If priority is dropped from 7 to 6, does not mean will automatically begin curtailing. Reduction in NERC curtailment code only means that if curtailments do occur, this transmission will be curtailed with other 6 curtailment code transactions – after transactions with curtailment codes of 1 through 5 and before transactions with a curtailment code of 7. Need to review language to ensure it is not suggested that this will occur.


� Issue 8: 3.3 – need further discussion: Is it needed? Is it the Service Agreement that should be posted? Should it be a “document”? More specificity on what “detailed” would include? Can a query of OASIS suffice, such as described in 3.3.1?


� Issue 9: Is the biennial study completed by a date certain or started by a date certain? OATI + WC draft is written as a completed date, could be changed to a target date completed. 4.3 and 4.4 “Reassessment due time” Should tender of study be 15 days before this date? Section 4.7 


� Issue 10: Is there a need for new SIS agreement for biennial assessment with a cost estimate? Should NAESB address or is this a TP/Regional practice? This will have some bearing on how #9 above is handled.


� Issue 11: 3.5 of Draft Standard - How much specificity in data elements should we include or exclude in these standards.  One could argue that all these references to data elements be deferred to the Implementation Guide. 3.5 says generically that TP must provide data, but does not say when, where, what. We need a stake in the ground for what information goes in what standards.


� Issue 12: Check Order 890/890-A to see if 4.2 of proposed standards is correct.


� Issue 13: 4.5.1 If customer decides based on the biennial reassessment not to continue service, when does the service terminate? Reassessment due time? End of current biennial period? On the date the new curtailment conditions would become effective? Others? Should NAESB make a standard on the termination date versus a TP/TC contract specific definition? Is there a pro forma Service Agreement (or rider to the LT Firm Service Agreement)? Need to ensure that terminology is consistent throughout the standard. 


�Issue 14: 3.5 – multiple sets of conditional data elements for one contract, continuation records?


� Issue 15: Don’t duplicate rollover rights provisions. They should follow the same standards for rollovers that all other LT firm service uses (WEQ-001-9.7) Will need to verify that 9.7 has all of the needed pieces. Delete 5.2 and 5.1 of OATI + WC draft?


� Issue 17: Review 6.2 against Order 890 and 890-A to determine when can curtailment. Paragraph 566 of 890-A


� Issue 18: As currently written, 6.3 requires notification through the reduction template that priority has been reduced.  


Note that the use of the term “Conditional Curtailment” may not be the appropriate term. Is Conditional Curtailment when the priority is reduced or when the schedule is actually curtailed? Notice of curtailment risk is different than actual curtailment.  Text needs to be modified to reflect this difference.


Is there a correlation in tag validation? Answered in question #6.


Need to be clear that in conditions scenario, the update of the reduction template may be a bit delayed from the actually tag cut. Use of the reduction template for this notification will require modification to the definition of the template and perhaps other items associated with this template. This is for reduction in priority only, how does it work for when it goes back to 7 priority?  Need to make sure the BP addresses change back to priority 7.


 No need the notice in the reduction template is “removed”. Reduction template doesn’t have an audit, is there a need for an audit for the reduction template?  End state is the most important information and that is already captured in the current reduction template.  The subcommittee doesn’t feel that audit is necessary at this time.


 Need to ensure that other TPs are not in the approval loop for changing the tag (e.g. if a tag is changed at 15 minutes before the hour and another TP doesn’t allow changes to tags in that time frame, do not want tag denied) [this item may be broken into several parts in a future version of this document]  1.8 tagging specs already address this.


� Issue 19: Should TP provide a reduction reason associated with the OASIS reduction template when moving priority from 7 to 6 and again when moving priority from 6 to 7? Should we 1) be silent on this, 2) explicitly state its optional, or 3) required TPs to supply REDUCTION_REASON. 


� Issue 20: 6.4.1.2 For a given Transmission Provider physical segment, The Transmission Provider shall deny any attempts to reference more than one CCO transmission service reservation in a given Request for Interchange submitted by a customer.� Need to consider various permutations and make sure this is what we recommend. This is in reference to stacked tags.


� Issue 22: Review 6.4 against reduction template section to ensure consistency and non-duplication.


� Issue 23: Are 6.6 and 6.6.1 and 6.6.2. sections needed? – the requirements for posting curtailed schedules of any kind are elsewhere. WEQ-001-1.6 (f) information to be posted on OASIS, requires the posting of schedules 7 calendar days from the start of service. Order 605 requires posting of curtailed schedules, which may not be in the WEQ requirements. Search of WEQ standards for “7” didn’t turn up any additional references. Should any of these be in the implementation guide? (While not included in the Conditional Firm Issues Document, in Order 889 FERC required posting of all schedules.  Order 605 requested the industry to increase transparency which resulted in work on scheduledetail. The scheduledetail was subsequently adopted by FERC.)


� Issue 24:  Redirect on a firm basis if at priority 6, are there issues? It is still a firm product; therefore, there should not be issues. Per redirect standards, redirects can’t occur if there is a schedule on a reservation.


� Issue 25: Should New Short Term Firm Capacity be “assigned” to the conditional firm customer first? How would this occur? 


In practice, does this mean not releasing the capacity (in the amount of conditional firm service granted) for firm sales?


 Will this impact the terms of the agreement (e.g. would the contractual number of hours decrease or the conditions change)? (related to item 26).  


� Issue 30: In doing reassessments, how do you queue the conditional firm contracts when firm capacity becomes available. For example, if there are 3 conditional customers that are conditional for the same reason and capacity becomes available but the next reassessment that is scheduled to be done is the conditional customer that was queued last, what do you do with the reassessment? Doesn’t seem quite fair that the last queued may get that capacity. Should the capacity be awarded on queue position of the conditional firm customers? (related to item 25)
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