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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 and Information Technology Subcommittees (ESS/ITS) and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WEQ ESS/ITS Meeting Final Minutes – July 22, 2009
DATE:

August 3, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
July 22, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 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.  The group reviewed and made modifications to the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as revised.  The agenda was unanimously approved as revised.  
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Discussion on NITS Parking Lot document (as revised July 9, 2009)
· Queue Order Processing, Page 13, Item C of NITS Parking Lot document
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the NITS Parking Lot document (as revised July 9, 2009).  The group continued discussion as it relates to the queue order processing for Firm Point-to-Point (PTP) and Network service.  During the July 7-9, 2009 meeting, the group agreed that the Transmission Provider (TP) and/or Transmission Customer (TC) will determine what transmission service will be necessary to serve the designated network loads (DNL) with the pool of designated network resources (DNR).  Further, the group agreed that the standard should reflect the regional difference of who should make the determination – the TP or the TC.  The group will provide a further update in regards to this issue during the August 19-20, 2009 meeting.  
The group continued discussion as it relates to the queue order processing for Firm Point-to-Point and Network service.  Ms. Otondo questioned how bundled requests should be noted in the recommendation when a TP is dealing with PTP and Network service.  She stated that a timestamp may be necessary for bundled requests.  She noted that this question is dependent upon whether regional standards are developed or not.  After further discussion, the group agreed to the following: “The subcommittee agreed to make an assumption that there will be a timestamp on something.  The group will wait on information back on regional differences.”  The group held discussion on the Parking Lot Item. Mr. Wood stated that there are two different timestamps associated with DNR and the TSR.  He further stated that the initial application carries with it a timestamp for the initial request for transmission capacity allocation.  He noted that after the initial application has been approved, new DNRs are coupled to the contract and carry different timestamps.  Mr. Godbole stated that Midwest ISO uses a TSR timestamp.  Ms. Rehman questioned whether the TSR is comparable to the transmission allocation request.  Mr. Godbole responded in the affirmative.  Mr. Pritchard stated different templates should not mean that we have to have different timestamps.  He further stated that the group should consider that a customer might request multiple paths in the transmission allocation in anticipation of having difficulty getting the Point-to-Point reservation needed on the adjoining system.  

Ms. Wesley moved to limit the discussion of the exchange of information on anything that is determined to be applicable to the Regional Differences timestamp/queue section.  After a simple majority vote, the motion failed (with Mr. Eckelkamp abstaining).  After further discussion, the group agreed that both requests would be timestamped.  However, the outcome of the Regional Differences information will impact the determination made by the group.  
The group held discussion as it relates to the definition of conditional periods.  Mr. Wood stated that conditional periods is subject to competition and is determined by the service increment of the short term firm request.  After extensive discussion, the group agreed that PTP will retain its conditional/unconditional periods when in competition with network service.  It was noted that Midwest ISO does not agree with this statement and will verify if an exception can be made with its tariff.  
The group held discussion as it relates to queue ordering and reservation priority for PTP versus the network.  With respect to preconfirmed vs. not preconfirmed, the group discussed the possible issues: 1) Does firm network (Tier 1) need priority of preconfirmed vs. not preconfirmed and 2) Does firm network need priority over PTP of preconfirmed vs. not preconfirmed?  With respect to the first issue, the group agreed that firm network does not need priority of preconfirmed vs. not preconfirmed.  After extensive discussion, the group agreed that firm network did not need priority over preconfirmed PTP. .  Ms. Rehman referenced Table 4-3, Tier 2, Row 2 as it relates to this issue.  Ms. Otondo stated that firm network has priority over short-term firm (STF) PTP when STF PTP is in the conditional period.  She further stated that once the STF PTP is in the unconditional period, the network request will not preempt the STF PTP.  Mr. Wood stated that Long Term Firm (LTF) PTP and firm network requests are Tier 1 and will be processed in timestamped queue order.  The group agreed and the document was modified accordingly.  
With respect to concomitant evaluations, Mr. Sorenson stated that reservation priority should be for each piece of the concomitant evaluation.  Mr. Sorenson made the following motion (Motion 36): NAESB business practice for NITS shall accommodate the batching of network resource undesignation with other PTP or network service requests for concomitant evaluation.  Mr. Williamson seconded the motion.  The group held extensive discussion of the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed unanimously.  
Ms. Otondo questioned what tier should be used for tier ordering and whether service increment impacts the tier.  The group agreed that, to be consistent with NAESB standards, firm network is Tier 1 and duration of a DNR/NSR does not impact Tier 1 status.  Ms. Bigelow questioned whether preemption would be needed for DNRs.  Mr. Sorenson responded that it is inappropriate for a DNR for one day to preempt firm monthly service, six months out with no right of first refusal.  He stated that network designation is less than long-term and should be considered with STF PTP.  Mr. Ridgely stated that he would provide further information for the following issues during the August 19-20, 2009 meeting: 

· Consider impact of conditionality of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation

· Consider impact of displacement of PTP piece of concomitant evaluation due to preemption

· How status will be assigned to the concomitant evaluation

· Should concomitant evaluations which include PTP be allowed to be preconfirmed?

The group held discussions with respect to service increments for firm network.  The group agreed that service increments would be necessary if FERC, in the future, recognizes short term firm status for network service (for tier status, tier position, and queue priority processing).  The group further agreed that firm network is long term.  
Ms. Rehman questioned whether secondary network service should be treated the same as PTP or something else.  After further discussion, the group agreed that there is no need to amend Table 4-3 at this time.  The subcommittee agreed that secondary network will be handled in a manner analogous to PTP, but will need to include sufficient information to tie it to the network agreement/network customer.  The revised NITS Parking Lot document (revised July 22, 2009) is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its080509w2.doc.
3. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· August 5, 2009

· August 19-20, 2009, hosted by El Paso Western Pipelines Energy in Colorado Springs, Colorado
4. Adjourn
Mr. Pritchard moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 4:02 p.m. Central on July 22, 2009.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization

	Marcie Otondo 
	Arizona Public Service

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Velma Whittier
	Central Maine Power Company

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy

	Barry Green 
	EPSA 

	Marie Knox 
	Midwest ISO

	Gary Alexander
	Midwest ISO

	Vikram Godbole
	Midwest ISO

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO – Duke IE

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO – Duke IE

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM

	Kevin Gresh 
	PJM

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy

	JT Wood
	Southern Company

	Katherine Prewitt
	Southwest Power Pool

	Jimmy Womack
	Southwest Power Pool

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson LLP

	Kathy York
	TVA
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