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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 – June 17-19, 2009
DATE:

November 24, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting 

Hosted by the NAESB Office in Houston, Texas
June 17, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
June 18, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
June 19, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves on the phone and in the meeting.  The group reviewed and made modifications to the agenda.  Ms. Rehman moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as revised.  The revised agenda is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its061709a1.doc.
· Approval of Meeting Minutes
· February 4, 2009

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as final subject to clean up by NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously adopted.  The final minutes are available to view via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its020409fm.doc.
· February 18, 2009

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as final subject to clean up by NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously approved.  The final minutes are available to view via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its021809fm.doc.
· March 17-19, 2009

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as final subject to clean up by NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously approved.  The final minutes are available to view via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its031709fm.doc.
· April 7-9, 2009

The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as final subject to clean up by NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously approved.  The final minutes are available to view via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its040709fm.doc.
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Continue Discussion on Parking Lot
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to NITS Parking Lot on OASIS (revised June 3, 2009).  First, the group reviewed Item 3
 of the Granularity and Timing of Information section.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether the term “day” was defined within the pro forma OATT and if this definition would conflict with the NAESB standards.  Ms. Rehman noted that some NAESB business practice standards have specified “calendar day” and proposed that the definition of the term “day” remain general.  Mr. Saini stated that the business practice standards should specify business day when needed and other specify it as a calendar day.  Mr. Wood noted that in OASIS, both “business day” and “calendar day” are used to define the term “day.”  Mr. Pritchard stated that this definition is tied to standard terminology for transmission and ancillary services.  He further stated that “business day” is used for discussion purposes on reporting requirements and the most recent business practice standards use “calendar day.”  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to this issue.  With a straw poll (with Mr. Green abstaining), the group agreed to the following suggestion by Mr. Pritchard: “When we mean business day we state specifically business day without defining it. We use calendar day in instances where we specifically mean calendar day, without additional definition. Use of the generic term day is permitted in order to accommodate regional flexibility.”  The group concluded that the term “day” is not already defined in NAESB standards.  
Next, the group reviewed Item 4
 of the Granularity and Timing of Information section.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether the recommendation will need to include these elements on the OASIS with respect to response time.  Mr. Pritchard stated that in the data dictionary, there is Response Time Limit field, in which the response must be received from a customer.  He further stated that this has proved to be a useful field relating to retracting a customer request.  He indicated that when a response is required, a field permits a customer to know exactly when it needs to respond.  After extensive discussion, the group provided the following response:  “Yes, anytime a customer response is required.  There will be multiple response time periods (e.g., remedy deficiency time limit, confirmation time limit).” 
With respect to Item 5
 of the Granularity and Timing of Information section, the group agreed to the following: “For application, the provisions in the OATT will prevail.  For individual DNRs, WEQ-001-4-2: Request Timing Requirements for Point-to-Point Transmission service requests.”  After further discussion, the group agreed to create a timing table which will reflect the time limits, however the exact terminology may change once the recommendation is drafted.  The table, WEQ-001 Table4-3, will be used only for modifications to existing service.  This table is to be used only for modifications to existing network service.  The subcommittee agreed that Designated Network Loads (DNLs) would not be addressed in the table.  The group discussed and agreed to the following column headers (first row): Class (name will probably change), Duration of the Transmission Allocation of the NITSA, Time Queued Prior to Start, Provider Evaluation time Limit, and Customer Confirmation Limit After Accepted or Counteroffer.  The second row relates to the Class: Secondary Network/Non Designated Resource/ Non-Firm Network Service/ Non-Firm and the third row relates to Designated Network Resource Firm.  
The group began the review of Item 1
 of the Transparency for Other Market Participants section.  Mr. Pritchard suggested the following language:  “See WEQ-001 Table 4-3. DNRs of all durations are considered to be Tier 1 Network Firm. Define system attributes for duration of DNRs.  Delay any changes to pre-emption until the Annual Plan topic is undertaken.”  The group agreed and modified the document accordingly.  The group discussed the following two options for drafting standards in terms of OASIS structure: 1) New standard sets forth consistent methods of submittals for all TPs or 2) New standard is developed with inherent flexibility to accommodate existing variations in practices currently associated with making requests for new DNRs and DNLs (not a new application) and associated transmission service.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to this issue.  Mr. Green stated that a customer is being studied for two months for firm Point-to-Point (PTP) service on some interface.  The NITS customer designates a new resource and if utilized, will increase flows on the new resource.  He questioned whether the transmission customer would receive priority.  Mr. Wood responded that for one month of firm PTP service, if the service has already been confirmed and accepted and has been out for 60 days, the network service will preempt the PTP reservation.  He stated that network service is long-term, is not conditional, and will preempt the PTP reservation (for a monthly service).  He further stated that if  monthly PTP service has been confirmed and the network service begins in less than 30 days, the network service will not preempt the PTP reservation.  The group continued extensive discussion as it relates to the nature of designated network resources.  
The group held discussion as it relates to Item 2
 of the Transparency for Other Market Participants section.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether the reservation capacity will be posted and if not, what will be posted?  She stated that the transmission commitment should be posted for each path.  Ms. Bigelow responded that Entergy does not have an ATC posting requirement because of its Available Flowgate Capability (AFC) process and an Order issued by FERC.  She further responded that because of the directive, Entergy’s Sources and Sinks do not have MWs associated with them on a contract path basis.  Mr. Saini stated that for Entergy, there is no method to create a separate service impact for each customer.  Mr. Pritchard stated that Duke Energy has internal DNRs identified to keep track of the information for reporting purposes.  Ms. Otondo noted that FERC Order No. 890 stipulated that the posting of NITS capacity would have to be readily available.  Mr. Wood noted that the goal is to have a common thread for those adhering to the following MODs: MOD-028, MOD-029, and MOD-030.  The group determined the following responses: 

· Treatment of rollover rights

· Do all DNR-related requests have rollovers, e.g. daily?

· Document existing network transmission allocations or only future requests for allocation?

· NSR treatment?

· Should there be two separate requests/postings: one for NSR and one for the DNR?  How are they linked?  Can we link existing NSRs to future DNRs?  

· How would this differ from posting the application?

· How should the request be viewed on OASIS?

· Should network capacity information for ETC purposes be posted similar to posting of information for PTP?
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to Item 3
 of the Transparency for other market participants section.  The group agreed to the following response: “Refer to naming conventions document section on geographical and electrical locations.”  
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to Item 1
 of the Secondary Network Issues section.  Mr. Wood questioned whether it is a requirement that all unscheduled reservations are reverted back to non-firm.  Mr. Pritchard responded that it is only a requirement that unscheduled firm be released as non-firm ATC.  Ms. Otondo stated that most companies have on their individual OASIS sites, a transmission service request (TSR) for a network transmission customer to “purchase” secondary network. She further stated that for some providers, when the non-firm service goes unscheduled, it will repost as non-firm ATC.  She questioned whether the subcommittee needs to create the ability for a network customer to terminate secondary network service.  Mr. Pritchard indicated that the subcommittee should create a mechanism akin to relinquish (not terminate).  After further discussion, the group determined the following response: Relinquish-type ability to release all or part of a secondary network transaction.
The group subsequently reviewed Item 1
 of the e-Tag issues section.  The subcommittee determined the following: NSR data is compatible with tag data so that unreserved use can be determined by the TP (e.g., source control areas).  With respect Item 2
, Mr. Pritchard noted that in FERC Order No. 890, it was noted that when a customer uses a designated network set-aside for a network resource that was not associated with the set-aside, the set-aside is considered as non-firm.  He further noted the following information is necessary for validation: 1) Source Control Area; 2) Control Area where ownership is taken of the resource.  He stated that it may be necessary to verify that both types of information show on the tag in order to verify that the set-aside has been used appropriately.  The group agreed and the following response was noted: See item #2 under Network Customer needs.
As it relates to Item 2
 of the Network Customer Needs section, Mr. Saini stated that currently there is no specific requirement.  Ms. Rehman suggested that in the initial application, the customer is able to indicate if they will have a designated agent, who the agent may be, and whether the agent will have the ability to modify the application.  The group held extensive discussion on this issue.  The group determined that the tagging system already allows for the Network Customer to change a request made by the agent.  After further discussion, the group noted the following: 
We have to be able to track who an agent is representing because agents might represent more than one network customer.
What is the agent authorized to do?  When is the agent authorized to perform the authorized actions?  There may be agents for PTP and network and we need to be able to differentiate. 

Will we permit multiple entities to act as an agent?

WEQ-002-4.2.8 – has all of the Registration Information.
Could make it permissible for the TP to enter data on behalf of the customer.

In review of the Transmission Providers’ needs section, the group made the following revisions to Item 1: Want to make sure the queue hoarding and flooding language in the NAESB standards is sufficient to cover network service. Make sure WEQ-001-8 applies to network service requests or write a new section that applies to network service requests.

With respect to Item 4
, Ms. Rehman inquired as to the following: 1) Are rollover rights applicable to NITS?  The group’s position was yes; 2) Review transfer business practices to ensure network reservations can be transferred so the rollover rights can be transferred; 3) Refer to WEQ-001-12? The group’s position was to make sure that WEQ-001-12 applies to network service requests and DNRs or write a new section that applies to network service requests or DNRs.  In regards to Item 5
, Mr. Saini stated that batch submittal means that it is an interdependent request.  The group made the following observations: 
1)  Should there be a mechanism for a single acceptance and single confirmation by the customer? Yes, if it’s technically possible.

2)  Should we allow for counteroffers on batch requests? (should linked reservation requests such as designating or undesignating and PTP and network service at the same time be required to be preconfirmed).  No (as of 6/18/09).  Still need to address if and how mixed preconfirmations can be batched in queue priority. 
The group held extensive discussion as it relates to counteroffering batches and if it should be included in the NITS on OASIS business practice standards.  The group held a straw poll on the following options: 

1)  We will be silent in regards to counteroffering batches.  The group voted on this measure and did not receive a majority of the vote.
2)  We will state that counteroffers for batches will be handled in accordance with TP business practices. The group voted on this measure and received the majority of the vote.
3) We will develop business practices for handling counteroffers that impact batches.  The group voted on this measure and did not receive a majority of the vote.  

The revised NITS Parking Lot document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its061709a2.doc.
3. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· July 7-9, 2009, hosted by Midwest ISO in Carmel, Indiana

· August 19-20, 2009, hosted by El Paso Energy in Colorado Springs, Colorado
4. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  Ms. Knox seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 11:55 a.m. Central Standard Time.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	June 17
	June 18
	June 19

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	In Person
	
	

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Charles Yeung
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
	
	

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO - Duke IE
	Phone
	
	Phone

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	In Person
	Phone
	Phone

	Charlotte Glassman
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	
	

	Gary Alexander
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Phone
	
	

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	
	

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson, LLP
	Phone
	
	

	Vikram Godbole
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	
	Phone

	Aaron Breidenbaugh
	EnerNoc
	Phone
	
	

	Heather Burnette
	TVA
	Phone
	
	

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	
	Phone
	Phone

	Jun Zhu
	Midwest ISO
	
	Phone
	

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	
	Phone
	


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS NITS Parking Lot document (revised June 3, 2009)]� Item 3: When creating standards, clarify the meaning of “day” e.g. business day or calendar day.


Is it already defined in the NAESB standards?


� Item 4: Data elements for response times?


� Item 5: For application the provisions in the OATT will prevail.  For individual DNRs.


� Transparency for Other Market Participants section, Item 1: We need to have discussion on preemption and competition.  Tie to duration of NITS rather than DNR.


� Item 2: We need to have discussion on the posting of NITS capacity being  “held” as an ETC in the ATC calculation.


� Item 3: Ensure meet requirements of FERC Order 890, et.al. with regards to the list of current DNRs and the information required to be on that list.


� Secondary Network Issues section, Item 1: Mechanism for termination of secondary network transmission capacity if it is not going to be used by the Network Customer


� e-Tag Issues section, Item 1: Does NAESB need to address the e-Tag processing issues? 


� Item 2: Review tag changes for DNR associated with scheduling agents – what kind of tag changes need to happen?


� Network Customer needs, Item 2: If there is an agent, allow the Network Customer to also change a request (e.g., undesignated) made by the agent.  Similarly, if the Customer changes agents, permit the new agent to make changes to a request made by the previous agent and also to submit e-tags against reservations made by the previous agent.


� Item 4: Review business practices related to rollovers for applicability to NITS.


� Item 5: Should batch submittals be required to be pre-confirmed?
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