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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 Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Conference Call Final Minutes – May 27-28, 2008

DATE:

June 26, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Conference Call

May 27, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central (both days)

May 28, 2008 – 9:00AM to 4:00 PM Central (both days)

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.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as written.  The agenda was adopted without opposition or discussion.

2. Continue discussion on Conditional Firm
The subcommittee continued the review and discussion of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The group decided to review the Concepts document in conjunction with the Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The redlined version of the recommendation may be viewed via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its052708w13.doc.
First, the group reviewed Section 4.4.3 as it relates to the gaming issue raised by subcommittee members.  Mr. Sorenson noted that the proposed language stipulates an hour based criteria.  He questioned whether an addition should be made regarding a capacity attribute.  The group determined to avoid drafting standards in regards to this issue.

The group subsequently reviewed and held discussion regarding the Miscellaneous Provisions within the proposed standards.  Ms. Otondo noted that Section 5.2.1 is duplicative and should be deleted from the recommendation.  Mr. Wood stated that Section 5.2 was needed however; Section 5.2.1 was a restatement of language included in the Redirect section of the Recommendation.  The group ultimately agreed to delete Section 5.2.1 from the draft standards.
In regards to Section 5.3, the group revisited Issue 9
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  The group also reviewed Sections 4.4.3, and 4.4.3.1 to ensure the proposed language includes the definition of stacked RFI and corresponds to Section 5.3.  Mr. Wood indicated that if a tag is stacked with CCO Reservations, only one reservation will be tagged for one hour.  Mr. Sorenson stated that Section 5.3 does not require a definition regarding resales and resales should be treated as if they are scheduled against the parent.  Mr. Pritchard agreed to draft resale language concerning whether CCO reservation should be included in Section 5.3.  As it relates to Section 5.3.1, the group reviewed Issue 30
 of the ESS/ITS Concepts on Conditional Firm Recommendation.  Mr. Wood noted this issue is technical in nature and is provided within the section regarding templates.  The discussion details whether the proposed standards should address the assignment of new firm capacity to conditional firm customers.  Mr. Sorenson remarked that his comments regarding the CCO Technical Updates addresses the subcommittee’s view that short term firm would not occur until conditional customers were at priority 7.  Mr. Green agreed to draft standards request outlined in Issue 30.  
Next, the group agreed to address Mr. Sorenson’s comments regarding the CCO technical updates in conjunction with Mr. Gilbert’s comments regarding the CCO technical updates.  Mr. Sorenson provided a brief description as to the template structure outlined in his comments.  He stated that if a new template is drafted, a flag is needed to indicate that the totality of the information related to the request is not included within transstatus.  He included a section for primary provider conditions and the data was taken from CCO regulations.  He noted that under the primary provider conditions section, most of the conditions will be applicable to long term firm conditions listed in service agreements.  He indicated that separate templates may be necessary for rollover and conditional firm.  He provided further information regarding specific queries added to the template structure such as Service Description and Maximum Number of Hours.  He also added language to address Ms. Weathers’ comments regarding the addition of a flag as it relates to curtailment.  
Mr. Gilbert provided a brief description as to the template structure outlined in his comments and suggested different templates to accommodate various functional concepts.  Ms. Otondo noted that Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion provides for columns to accommodate the queries for CCO and rollover rights.  Mr. Gilbert suggested the implementation of a new template that would address only new business requirements or provisions.  He did not agree however, with the addition of columns to an originally formed template.  He suggested that if a new template is implemented, certain queries or categories could be marked data private.  He indicated that his suggestion regarding template structure is more accessible.  Mr. Sorenson stated that CCO and Rollover rights are unrelated.  He noted that a customer who has CCO will invariably have rollover rights.  He contrasted this with an example of a customer who has long term firm service and can have rollover rights without CCO.  Mr. Gilbert noted his concern with additional columns in the original template structure.

Subsequently, Mr. Gilbert made the following motion: Accept the compromise concept that Southern/OATI is proposing for multiple templates to address different provisions (e.g. one template that contains all the data fields needed for CCO, one template that contains all the data fields for rollover rights) versus a single template which would contain data fields for all of the elements.  The group held discussion regarding the motion.  Ms. McIntire noted her concern with the possibility of customer information regarding system conditions listed on a public domain.  She noted that multiple templates would make it harder for information to be located.  Mr. Gilbert noted that this information will be available on the basic user interface provided on OASIS.  Mr. Gilbert further noted that his proposal offers more than one CCO and rollover rights template.  Mr. Sorenson noted that his proposal is based on information provided by transmission providers (TP) located on the West Coast.  Ms. Otondo noted that NERC standards for calculating ATC may not have taken into account conditional firm and as a result, the reservation priority level that is changed.  She questioned whether CCO should be released to non-firm ATC if it is unscheduled and how firm ATC should be calculated.  This issue was documented as Item 8 in the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document on Conditional Firm.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Green and Ms. McIntire abstaining).  
Next, the group addressed Mr. Sorenson’s comments regarding template structure.  The group began drafting query variables and naming the templates.  The group held discussion regarding various items to include within the template.  Mr. Sorenson will draft revisions to the template structure.
The subcommittee reviewed the Transfers, Resales and Redirects of Conditional Firm document that was drafted by Mr. Pritchard.  This document incorporated concept issues raised by the subcommittee relating to transfers, resales, and redirects of conditional firm.  Mr. Pritchard gave a brief overview of this document and noted specific items of concern.  He indicated that a revision was not made regarding the issue of full and partial transfers.  In regards to Resales, he stated that Duke Energy’s position is that resales should not be included within the proposed standards but it will support the decision made by the subcommittee on the issue.  He stated that as it relates to Item 4, the reservation template must be able to identify all Unconditional Firm commitments and all non- Unconditional Firm commitments.  He indicated that the subcommittee needed to take a position regarding partial MW resale and ensure that the template addresses the issue of decrementing the right portion of MW resale.  He noted in Item 6 that a conditional firm reservation that includes all or part of the Unconditionally Firm commitment may be resold without restriction and shall be granted Firm scheduling rights.  The group held further discussion regarding the review of this document.  

Mr. Eckelkamp made the following motion: A CCO Reservation or the portion of a CCO Reservation that is conditional may not be resold.  Mr. Green noted that this motion was contrary to what the subcommittee agreed to during the May 21-22 meeting.  Mr. Green called a balanced vote.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed 4.3 to 2.7(with Mr. Skiba abstaining).  Mr. Green noted his strong opposition to the passed motion.  The group agreed to incorporate the language from Motion into Section 5.3.  The group further determined to incorporate language in Sections 5.3.1, 5.4, and 5.4.1 as it relates to Motion 19.  Ms. McIntire stated that the proposed language added to Section 5.4 was ambiguous and unclear as it relates to resale rights at priority levels.  Mr. Wood stated if a reservation or capacity has not been tagged at priority level 6, this can be (re)sold.
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion regarding various items on the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document on Conditional Firm.  For Item 1
, the subcommittee agreed to make revisions to Section 1.7 (which replaced Section 1.4 as it relates to Limitations).  In response to Item 2
, the subcommittee observed that the proposed standards indicate that CCO reservations may be redirected in a similar manner as all other long-term firm point-to-point reservations.  As it relates to Item 3
, the subcommittee agreed that a template mechanism will not be needed to assign short term firm to CCO reservation.  For Item 4
, the proposed standards indicate that CCO reservations may be redirected similarly as to all other long-term point-to-point reservations.  In response to Item 5
, the subcommittee determined that a field in the CCO template will address the issue of posting on OASIS.  The subcommittee will discuss Item 8
 with NERC during the joint meeting held on May 29th.  
Item 
 of the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document references Mr. Green’s request for discussion pertaining to information that will be posted on OASIS.  The subcommittee determined that a request is made (transrequest), when the posting has been confirmed (transstatus).  At this point, the subcommittee agreed that the TP will add a flag (transstatus) for CCO and will populate a new template (cco or, if a rollover then rollover template) that contains the information specified in 001-n.2 of the proposed standard.  The group addressed curtailment priority changes and agreed that the TP will create a reduction record (reduction) which includes an AREF (the reference # for the reservation). The TP or customer will subsequently modify existing eTags to reflect the new curtailment priority or the customer will submit new eTags with the specified curtailment priority. The schedule information will be publicly available (scheduledetail) no later than seven days after implementation of the eTag.
The group then held discussion and reviewed Sections 4.3.1, 4.3.2, and 5.3.3. in conjunction with Item 13
 of the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document.  Mr. Pritchard stated Section 4.3.2 should contain language regarding approved tags (not implemented tags).  He further stated that a request for an adjustment extension is a change in the tag and can only be made by the customer.  He noted that an implemented tag is tag is an approved and active tag.  Ultimately, the group determined that the proposed standards will include Request for Interchange (RFI) language after its verification by the WEQ Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG).  The group further asserted that e-Tag specifications will need the addition of a unique curtailment priority identifier (6CF or 6-CF) before the proposed standards can be completed.  Ms. Franz will forward both requests to the NAESB chairs of JISWG, Mr. Jim Hansen and Mr. Bob Harshbarger.
The subcommittee reviewed the revision of the technical specifications for the proposed template structures submitted by Mr. Sorenson.  The document is available for viewing via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its052708a5.doc.  Mr. Wood stated that Mr. Sorenson revised transstatus.  During the review, Mr. Pritchard noted in RM05-5-005 TPs will not be able to validate resales prior to confirmation.  The group then agreed to include this issue as Item 14
 to the ESS/ITS Parking Lot document.  Mr. Eckelkamp stated if there is a CCO reservation with system conditions, there cannot be a resale.  Ms. Otondo noted that, for example, there could be a system conditions agreement with the systems conditions applying for a three months a year  (e.g. during the summer months) these conditions will exist for a limited period of time and the balance of the time resales should be allowed to occur.  Mr. Wood responded to Mr. Eckelkamp by stating that a CCO reservation can be resold as long as the priority level is 7.  The group then reviewed the query parameters for the cco and rollover template structures, the Data Dictionary and sections within WEQ-013.  The group agreed with Mr. Sorenson that all reference to WEQ-013 should be removed from the new language proposed for WEQ-002.
3. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· June 10-11, 2008, hosted by Duke Energy in Charlotte, NC.
· June 23, 2008, conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB.
4. Action Plan Items
· A request for informal comments is posted on the NAESB website regarding the Conditional Firm Issues.  The comments are due to the NAESB office by June 6, 2008
5. Adjourn 
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 p.m. Central on May 28, 2008.

6. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	 May 27
	May 28

	Natalie McIntire
	American Wind Energy Association
	Phone
	Phone

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service 
	Phone
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone

	Yarrow Etheridge
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Cyrulewski
	JDRJC Associates
	Phone
	Phone

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	Phone
	

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Phone
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Greg Gilbert
	Southern Company
	Phone
	Phone

	Pat Weeres
	Northwestern Energy
	Phone
	

	Marilyn Franz
	SPPC/NEVP
	Phone
	Phone


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS Issues with Conditional Firm Recommendation Concepts document.]  � 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 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)


� Item 1: Make sure section 1.4 (Limitations) does not preclude study of CCO in association with rollover rights for firm redirects.


� Item 2: Does there need to be any restriction on firm redirects of service that is at a conditional curtailment priority level? Probably not, but need to think about.


� Item 3: Is a template mechanism needed to “assign” short term firm to CCO Reservation?


� Item 4: Firm redirects? Biennial assessment of firm redirect? Recall of reservation if re-directed?


� Item 5: Section n.2.2 – does it need to say where to post on OASIS and that it will be posted on OASIS?


� Item 8: The NERC standards for calculating ATC may not have taken into account conditional firm if the reservation priority level is changed (this question is not focused on changing the tag curtailment priority level). If CCO has been moved to a curtailment priority level 6 for the reservation, should it be released to non-firm ATC if it is unscheduled? How do you handle the firm ATC calculation when it is at a curtailment priority level 6 for the reservation?


� Item 12: After template determination, have overall discussion on how/where information will be viewed on OASIS (for those who aren’t well versed on template structures) and ensure prior agreements to post data are met.


�Item 13: Review tagging requirements against section 5.3.3 (number based on May 21, 2008 version) – don’t want to create conflict or a double jeopardy. Also review to determine the may/shall requirement for TPs to adjust tag. This is important where the IDC is used because curtailments are done on the tag priority; typically in the west curtailments are done on the reservation priority. Need to deal with both reduction and restoration.


� Item 14: May need to add language in 001-11.1.2 that grants the TP the ability to reject a resale of a CCO pursuant to n.5.3.
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