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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

via posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS) Meeting Participants and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Jonathan Booe, Staff Attorney
RE:
Joint WEQ ESS and ITS Meeting Final Minutes – August 20-22, 2008
DATE:

August 18, 2009
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee / Information Technology Subcommittee Meeting

Colorado Springs, Colorado
August 20, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Mountain
August 21, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Mountain
August 22, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Mountain
Final Minutes
1. Welcome

Mr. Wood opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Booe gave the antitrust guidance.  The participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Wood reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the agenda be amended to include the scheduling of future meetings.  Ms. Irons requested that the group also discuss the status of the conditional firm recommendation.  The participants approved of the suggested modifications and the agenda was amended.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as revised.  The motion passed without opposition.
2. Review of the August 19, 2008 Executive Committee Meeting
Mr. Skiba reviewed the outcome of the August 19, 2008 WEQ Executive Committee (EC) meeting.  He noted that the EC reassigned WEQ 001-y.3 of the proposed ETC recommendation to the ESS/ITS to review and modify in conjunction with their work on 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.iv.3 (rollover of redirects).  The EC gave further direction that the subcommittee was not to determine whether there is a need for standard WEQ 001-y.3, but to improve the language currently drafted.  The EC requested that the modifications be completed in time for consideration at the November EC meeting.  Mr. Skiba gave a brief overview of the other decisions made at the meeting.  The final minutes for the EC meeting can be found on the NAESB web site through the following link:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ec081908fm.doc. 
3. Update of Conditional Firm Status 

Mr. Wood noted that the conditional firm recommendation was approved by the EC through notational ballot on Friday, August 15, 2008.  

4. 2008 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a.iv.3, Rollover of Redirects
The participants began the review of the Rollover Rights on Redirect on a Firm Basis Recommendation posted as a work paper for the meeting.  Mr. Sorenson suggested that the subcommittee review the recommendation section by section and ask those who submitted comments to offer their comments as the section of interest is addressed.  The participants supported Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion and decided to review the FirstEnergy comments as group because a representative from the company was not in attendance.  In response to FirstEnergy’s comments that participants noted that the redirect standards are only applicable to point-to-point service (WEQ-001-9.1 and WEQ-001-9.3) consistent with FERC policy (Order 890, paragraph 1293) and that NITS can not be redirected.   The participants reviewed the general comment of PJM requesting that the terms “renewal” and “redirect” be made consistent within the document.  The participants agreed to add the request to the parking lot document and review it after the specific comments have been addressed and added a few other general items to the parking lot document.
The participants began the section by section review of the recommendation.  BPA offered several grammatical corrections to 001-0.nn.  The participants accepted the corrections and made a few additional minor corrections to the definition.  Next, the participants used the comments provided by Entergy on 001-9.7 as a starting point and made modifications to the language.  The participants addressed 001-9.7.1.  Mr. Wood stated that he could respond to the comment provided by J. Dison of Southern Company noted in his comment.  Mr. Gresh stated that he would like the language “the Transmission Provider’s OASIS” added to the last sentence in 001-9.7.1.  The participants discussed how to notate whether a rollover right is available or has been used on a redirected path.  Mr. Sorenson noted that the subcommittee has resisted creating a new template but that a new field could be added without an additional template.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the status should not be included in the comment section and Mr. Wood noted that the group determined not to use a flag method.  Mr. Sorenson made a motion to add to the 001-9.7.2 requirement that a unique request type “redirect with rollover” be used.  Ms. Otondo asked if the redirect would receive a new number and be treated as a new request on OASIS.  Mr. Eckelkamp asked if the request type would be called “redirect without rollover.”  Mr. Sorenson accepted a friendly amendment to have the name determined later.  Mr. Skiba called the question but there was opposition to taking the vote.  Mr. Pritchard stated that FERC may oppose requiring a customer to submit a new request to get rollover rights but might support allowing the rollover rights to be waived.  He suggested that the language be changed from “redirect with rollover” to “redirect without rollover.”  Mr. Sorenson accepted the suggestion as a friendly amendment to his motion.  The motion passed without opposition.  The modification was noted in the parking lot document.
The participants continued through the recommendation and made minor modifications to 001-9.7.1.1 – 001-9.7.1.3.  Mr. Gresh asked if 001-9.7.1.4 allows for partial redirects and rollover rights at the discretion of the Transmission Provider.  Mr. Wood stated that, as drafted, the recommendation only allows the capacity as limited on path A to be redirected to path B. He asked if the participants would like to modify that restriction.  Mr. Saini made a motion that customers should be allowed rollover rights up to the capacity available to redirect regardless of the quantity of rollover rights granted on the original path.  Mr. Sorenson stated that one reason the restriction described by Mr. Wood was included was to prevent the expansion of the physical rights granted.  Mr. Sorenson provided an example; if there is a 100 MW request with no limitation on rollover rights and a renewal for 50 MW is submitted so that the 50 MW can be directed elsewhere, can a 100 MW be granted on the redirected path?  Ms. Otondo noted that Mr. Saini’s motion does not include a time frame to exercise the rollover rights.  Mr. Saini modified his motion so that prior to confirmation of a renewal request on the original path, customers should be allowed rollover rights on the redirected path, such that the sum of rollover rights ultimately granted on the redirected path and the rollover rights on the original path do not exceed the capacity granted on the original path.  Mr. Pritchard asked if the motion would create a situation where rollover rights are being created where they did not previously exist.  Mr. Wood suggested that a 60 business day time limit be added to the concept.  After further discussion, the participants took a balanced vote on Mr. Saini’s motion. 
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	1
	2
	3
	0.666667
	1.333333
	2

	Generation
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	3.666667
	3.333333
	7


The motion passed a balanced vote.  Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, Mr. Barker and Mr. Gresh supported the motion.  Mr. Wood, Ms. Otondo, Mr. Pritchard and Ms. Knox opposed the motion.  Ms. Rehman and Mr. Sorenson abstained.
The participants continued to discuss how the motion adopted by the subcommittee could be incorporated into 001-9.7.1.4 but came to no resolution.  Ms. Otondo suggested that participants nail down some basic concepts through motions before moving forward.  She made a motion that the subcommittee strictly use the guidance given in FERC Order 890-A paragraphs 704 through 707 and Order 676 paragraphs 51 through 61, specifically “if the customer chooses to redirect its capacity until the end of its contract, the customer would have rollover rights along only the redirected path, and only to the extent not restricted based on native load growth or future contracts along the redirected path” and that additional optionality (regarding whether or not they can choose which path they would like to have rollover rights applied) for Transmission Customers will not be written into the draft recommendation.  Ms. Otondo stated that once the principal stated in the motion is established the participants can move forward.  The subcommittee took a balanced vote on the motion.
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	
	Balanced Vote
	

	
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	1
	5
	1.6
	0.4
	2

	Generation
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	IGO
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	
	
	
	5.6
	3.4
	9


The motion passed a balanced vote.  Ms. Knox, Mr. Gresh, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Hossain, Ms. Otondo, Mr. Saini, Ms. Rehman, Ms. Anderson voted in support.  Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Green, Mr. Barker, Mr. Eckelkamp, and Mr. Wood voted in opposition.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the concept as adopted contradicts 001-9.7.1.1 and narrows the options of the marketers and brokers.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the subcommittee use language for the standards similar to the language contained in the Order noted in the motion.  Ms. Weathers stated that the original 001-9.7 standard gave both the Transmission Provider and the Customer options and that the standard as currently drafted is so detailed and proscriptive that it is no longer consistent with FERC policy.  She suggested that the standard be less detailed.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the participants agree on some basic concepts and Ms. Otondo began to draft a concept document.  Concept one restated the motion proposed by Ms. Otondo.  Concept two, as proposed by Ms. Weathers, questioned the need for a standard and the level of specificity of the standard, if required.  Concept three restated Mr. Saini’s motion.  
In response to concept two, the participants generally agreed that there is a need for a standard and that a sufficient amount of detail should be included so that the standard can be implemented.  Ms. Otondo asked if concept three could still be implemented given the adoption of concept one.  Mr. Sorenson stated that a standard is needed and that the standard needs to consist of enough detail related to concept three that it allows for implementation on OASIS in a consistent manner by all Transmission Providers.  He stated at the very least the standard needs to incorporate the requirements contained in 001-9.7.1.2 and 001-9.7.1.3.  Ms. Weathers stated that the standard should be limited to the bare essentials for implementation (i.e. appropriate flagging).  Mr. Sorenson noted that the implementation of concept three will be very difficult.  He stated that there are three issues that need to be addressed: (1) how to handle partial redirects; (2) how to handle renewals confirmed prior to the submission of the redirect; and (3) how to handle renewals confirmed after submission of the redirect.  There are three scenarios for determining the amount of capacity eligible on a redirect.  Mr. Sorenson described the scenarios and the participants discussed Mr. Sorenson’s proposals.  Mr. Pritchard stated that no matter which approach the participants adopt, it should be clear that the sum of the outstanding rollover rights should not exceed the original capacity or else there will be opportunities for gaming.  Mr. Sorenson made a motion that the subcommittee adopt the principals described in his first scenario:
Agree to the following principle:

· Parent Reservation (“PR”) granted is 100 MW, 

· Rollover rights (“RO”) is limited to 70 MW because of future load growth and/or future contracts, 

· Redirect is submitted for 100 MW for balance of term of PR,

· The redirect  is evaluated for 100 MW of RO capacity,

· The redirect is confirmed for 100 MW with RO of 100 MW or less subject to any limitations on the redirected path (future load growth and/or future contracts).

· The RO rights on the PR are now 0 MW.

The participants took a simple majority vote to approve Mr. Sorenson’s motion.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  Ms. Otondo voted in opposition and Mr. Green abstained.  

Next, Mr. Sorenson made a motion that the subcommittee adopts the principals described in his second scenario:

Agree to the following principle:

· PR granted is 100 MW, 
· RO is limited to 70 MW because of future load growth and/or future contracts, 
· Renewal of PR submitted and confirmed for 50 MW with remaining RO on PR reduced to 20 MW
· Redirect is submitted for 100 MW for balance of term of PR,
· The redirect  is evaluated for 100 MW and for 100 MW of on-going RO,
· The redirect is confirmed for 100 MW with RO of 100 MW or less subject to any limitations on the redirected path (future load growth and/or future contracts),
· The remaining RO rights on the PR are now 0 MW,
· The renewal of the PR is annulled or otherwise invalidated

Mr. Sorenson stated that the scenario describes the motion made by Mr. Saini and contained in concept three.  The participants discussed the scenario.  Ms. Bigelow stated that the scenario captured in the motion contradicts paragraphs 51 and 57 in FERC Order No. 676.  After further discussion, the participants took a balanced vote on the motion.
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	
	Balanced Vote
	

	
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	1
	3
	1.333333
	0.666667
	2

	Generation
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	IGO
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	
	
	
	2.333333
	5.666667
	8


The motion failed a balanced vote. Mr. Gresh, Mr. Saini and Ms. Rehman voted in support.  Ms. Knox, Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Barker, Mr. Hossain and Mr. Wood voted in opposition.  Mr. Green and Ms. Otondo abstained.

Ms. Otondo stated that given the impasse on the issues being discussed by the subcommittee that it may be appropriate to ask for guidance from FERC staff on certain issues.  She made the following motion:

Consistent with Paragraph 1278 of Order 890 the subcommittee will request further guidance from FERC staff on the spirit and intent of FERC’s rollover on redirect policy in order to be able to develop recommended standards, including such items as:

1) Rollover rights associated with partial MW redirects that go to end of term

2) The MW quantity of rollover rights available for such redirects
3) If a Renewal for part of the rollover rights has been confirmed, are there remaining rollover rights on the parent.

4) Rollover rights on both the parent and the redirect when a partial or full Renewal of the parent has been submitted and granted prior to a redirect being submitted

The subcommittee will request that NAESB Staff request attendance by FERC staff at the September 3, 2008 or the meeting at Phoenix in September and will provide examples prior to that meeting including cites to apparently applicable ordering language to facilitate the conversation. The conversation and guidance requested may, however, go beyond the examples developed.
The participants discussed the option of asking FERC staff for guidance on the issues described by Ms. Otondo.  At the urging of several participants, Ms. Otondo agreed to withdraw her motion contingent that subcommittee discuss the option with Ms. McQuade.

Ms. McQuade stated that requesting guidance from FERC staff is always an option but the participants should consider the possible outcomes from such contact.  She noted that all direct communications with FERC would need to be approved by the managing committee; however participants are not precluded from contacting FERC staff as a representative from their individual companies.  Ms. McQuade recommended that, if the participants opt to request guidance, they draft a work paper containing a list of the issues the subcommittee is struggling with and request responses from FERC staff.  She also warned about getting too detailed with the issues presented to FERC staff.  Mr. Pritchard stated the subcommittee needs to come to agreement on the issues before requesting the involvement of FERC staff.  Mr. Skiba stated that the subcommittee could address the issues at a high level and then individual organizations could work out the details through the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking process.  Mr. Saini stated that the subcommittee should identify what the participants can agree on at a high level before diving into the details.  Mr. Skiba made a motion that the scope of the recommendation should be to modify 001-9.7 and address y.3 at high level as discussed by the WEQ EC at the August 19, 2008 meeting and not define additional subsections.  Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  The participants took a balanced vote on the motion.  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	1
	4
	1.5
	0.5
	2

	Generation
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	IGO
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4.5
	3.5
	8


The motion passed a balanced vote.  Ms. Knox, Mr. Gresh, Ms. Weathers, Ms. Otondo, Ms. Rehman and Ms. Franz supported the motion.  Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Green, Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Barker and Mr. Saini opposed the motion.  Mr. Wood and Mr. Pritchard abstained.
Ms. Weathers stated that given the decision made by the subcommittee in the preceding motion she would like to make a motion that the language “a Transmission Customer's Redirect on a Firm basis with a stop date equal to the stop date of their Long-Term Firm Point-to-Point reservation with rollover rights conveys those rollover rights to the Redirected path because that is the path to which it has rights at the end of the service agreement” replace 001-9.7.  Mr. Sorenson and Mr. Wood stated that adopting the motion and the language as 001-9.7 would have serious repercussions on the other standards included in the recommendation and elsewhere.  The participants took a balanced vote on the motion.
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	2
	6
	1.333333
	0.666667
	2

	Generation
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	3
	3
	0
	2
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	IGO
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4.333333
	3.666667
	8


The motion passed a balanced vote.  Mr. Lamoureux, Mr. Gresh, Ms. Weathers, Ms. Otondo, Ms. Rehman, Ms. Franz and Mr. Harshbarger voted in support of  the motion.  Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Green, Mr. Barker, Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Saini and Mr. Wood opposed the motion.
5. Other Business 

Mr. Wood stated that the subcommittee would have to continue to address the rollover of redirects agenda item, as well as the remaining agenda items at a subsequent meeting.
6. Schedule Future Meetings
The participants scheduled the following meetings through December 2008:
· Conference Call - September 3, 2008 from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
· Meeting hosted by Salt River Project in Phoenix, Arizona – September 17-19, 2008
· Conference Call – October 1, 2008 from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
· Meeting hosted by PJM in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania – October 15-16, 2008
· Conference Call – October 29, 2008 from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
· Meeting hosted by NAESB in Houston, Texas – November 13-14, 2008
· Conference Call – December 4, 2008 from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central

· Meeting hosted by NAESB in Houston, Texas – December 15-16, 2008
7. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 11:40 am Mountain Standard Time.

8. Attendance 

	Name
	Organization
	August 20
	August 21
	August 22

	Raquel Aguilar
	Tucson Electric Power
	Phone
	
	

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Daryn Barker
	E. On US
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Rebecca Berdahl
	Bonneville Power Administration
	
	
	Phone

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Cyrulewski
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Yarrow Etheredge
	Entergy
	Phone
	
	

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Corporation
	
	
	Phone

	Cory Galik
	NAESB
	
	
	Phone

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM Interconnection
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound 
	
	
	Phone

	Shah Hossain
	Westar Energy
	In Person
	In Person
	

	Polly Irons
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Rob Lamoureux
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	
	
	Phone

	Cheryl Mendrala
	ISO New England
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	
	Phone
	Phone

	Jim Pewarski
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person
	In Person
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Matt Richard
	Portland General Electric
	Phone
	
	

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Matt Schingle
	Entergy
	Phone
	
	

	Joel Segal
	PJM
	Phone
	
	

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Lisa Sullivan
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	
	

	Laura Trolese
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone
	
	

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	Phone
	
	Phone

	Pat Weeres
	Northwestern Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
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