[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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, Staff Attorney
RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Meeting Final Minutes – October 15-16, 2008
DATE:

March 30, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
October 15, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
October 16, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative 
Ms. Otondo welcomed the participants on the phone and in the room.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  Mr. Skiba moved to adopt the agenda.  The agenda was unanimously adopted without further discussion.  Mr. Skiba noted that posted finalized meeting minutes did not have the balanced voting tallies included within the minutes.  Mr. Skiba made the following motion: To post the finalized minutes subject to the inclusion of the voting tallies from Ms. Cunningham.  The motion unanimously passed without discussion.  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the 2009 WEQ ESS/ITS meeting schedule.  
2. 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.a.iii.1through 2.a.iii.8, 2.b.i.1 and 3.a.ii, Network Service on OASIS
· Discuss WEQ-002 document provided by JT Wood, Greg Gilbert, and Paul Sorenson
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the NITS Application Concepts document from Mr. Sorenson which includes comments from Mr. Wood and Mr. Gilbert of Southern Company.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the concepts reflect the requests for certain actions to be taken by the Transmission Provider (TP).  He suggested a transaction level which would include more than one requests and would be considered simultaneously.  He further outlined the data exchanges that support protocol.  The requests are listed as the following:  New Application; Revise Application; New Resource; Eliminate Resource; New Load; Revise Load; Eliminate Load; Forecast Load; Designate Resource; Undesignate Resource; New Point to Point (PTP); Revise PTP.  Mr. Sorenson explained the customer will have to send the minimum set of information to open a request for NITS on OASIS and the queue time will be established by the initial application submittal time.  He noted that there is a 15 day deadline for a customer that needs to remedy a deficiency with the initial application submittal time.
Ms. Otondo questioned how a transmission customer (TC) would be eligible and financially liable.  Mr. Sorenson responded that the customer would be defined as the entity who signs the service agreement.  Ms. Otondo stated that there may be roles bound to an agency relationship that may be subject to approval by the TP.  Mr. Ridgley stated that agents for Midwest ISO can submit an initial application on behalf of the customer.  He further stated that the financially liable option should not be included in the ability to designate.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the recommendation could include a way to track who would be able to renew or extend the service agreement.  Ms. Otondo and Ms. Rehman noted that the customer in the application is also someone who has the ability to designate the financially responsible party, scheduling agent, reservation agent, and on-going rights holder.  
The group held discussion with respect to the Eliminate Resource request.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the request will effectively delete the resource and will be a “mothball unit.”  He stated that all resource designations referencing the resource must be undesignated prior to the elimination of the resource or the elimination of the resource automatically forces undesignation of any designated network resources that refer to the resource.  He further stated that the business practice standard should establish that the TP will notify customer of the elimination.  Mr. Ridgely said that it is incumbent upon the company that owns the network resource to notify any customer that is listed as a DNR.  Mr. Sorenson questioned whether the business practice standard will require the entity to eliminate a resource to notify customer to undesignate or if the customer will be able to undesignate, will the TP do so at some point in time?  The group held discussion with respect to the entity eliminating a resource to notify the customer to undesignate.  
Ms. Bigelow stated that the generator owner submits an elimination request a certain number of (X) days prior to the effective date of the elimination of the resource.  She further stated that an automatic notification should be sent to all NITS customer that have this resource designated.  She said that NITS customers will have a certain number of (X) days to undesignated and within that time, the resource will automatically be eliminated and all designations will be terminated.  Mr. Green noted the value of the X days should be fairly large but the minimum should be 30 days.  Mr. Ridgely stated the recommendation could require the control area to list the designated resource and the TP could be responsible for notifying where the generation is physically located.  He further stated that every generation that is a DNR would enter their information and noted that the provided information could be limited in scope.  
Mr. Skiba made the following motion (Motion 10): “The NAESB standards will require the TP to provide the functionality that allows a generator (or merchant representing generation) the ability to input generator operating information as identified in the OATT so that NITS customers when designating that resource can access the data and not have to re-enter the information.”  A friendly amendment was offered and it was accepted by Mr. Skiba.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Shintani abstained).  
Ms. Otondo questioned whether NAESB needed to write a business practice regarding removal and elimination of a resource that has associated DNRs.  She also questioned whether a generation would have the ability to re-track its information.  She indicated that the proposed business practice standards should safeguard against eliminating a resource bound by a DNR.  Mr. Sorenson recommended that NAESB draft a business practice related to this issue.  Ms. Bigelow made the following suggestion to include in the proposed business practice standard: 
· The generator owner submits elimination request X days prior to effective date of the elimination of the resource.
· Notification sent to all NITS customers that have this resource designated.

· NITS customers will have X days to undesignate.

· In X days, the resource will automatically be eliminated and all designations terminated.”
Mr. Green was concerned with whose responsibility it is to notify about elimination of a generator.  He noted that  the TP has some responsibility with respect to notification.  Ms. Rehman was concerned that if the customer is not the subscriber, there is a risk that that they will not receive notification via the subscriber notification system.  It was suggested that the TP provide the mechanism to notify the customer.  Mr. Wood stated that he did not agree that the TP is responsible for an elimination notification.  Ms. Bigelow concurred with Mr. Wood’s statement.  She stated that by not requiring the TP to provide notification, it will allow for full use/dynamics of the dynamic notification process.  She further stated that it may also put the TP at risk for inadequate interpretation by a customer of an elimination notification and may open potential legal issues for the TP.  Mr. Sorenson questioned whether a generic information scheme should be provided and if so, how and when to modify information with data that is masked.  Ms. Otondo responded that it is problematic that others would be able to modify the data.  She stated that there is no distinction in the request for short-term DNR per the OATT.  She presented the following question: Does NAESB write a rule that the TP must notify a customer about a resource elimination?
Mr. Eckelkamp proposed the following motion (Motion 11): “TP in question will offer dynamic notification of elimination of a resource.”  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Green noted that the TP could be seen to have an obligation to assure communication regarding elimination notification to a customer and could potentially eliminate the possibility of being involved in a legal suit between the customer and the resource.  Ms. Otondo suggested a pre-populated data form to eliminate this issue which would not link the DNRs.  Mr. Skiba noted that WEQ-011 has a requirement for critical notices to the customer.  After further discussion, Mr. Eckelkamp withdrew his motion.  
Mr. Gresh made the following motion (Motion 12): “Develop a NAESB business practice standard to define each party’s obligation when any generator that is listed on a current NITS contract as a DNR is eliminated.”  In support of his motion, Mr. Gresh stated it was not the TP’s responsibility for dynamic notification and that this role would be outside of their capability.  Mr. Saini stated that the responsibility is with the party that is modifying the data to notify the customer and not the TP.  Ms. Bigelow said that the initial proposal will need to be reviewed to determine if it helpful or a requirement.  She suggested that we do not need the elimination resource.  Mr. Pritchard stated that tying the DNR to resource could be putting double jeopardy on the generator, if it does not notify the resource.  He noted his support for Ms. Bigelow’s position that an elimination resource is not necessary.  In response to Mr. Saini’s comments, Mr. Green agreed that the information should come from the generator to the customer regarding resource notification.  He stated that the TP could be included in the legal suit regardless of whichever party has the responsibility for notification.  Mr. Pritchard called the question to a vote.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Green abstained).  
Mr. Ridgely made the following motion (Motion 13): “Develop a business practice standard to define each party’s obligation when any generation that is listed on a current NITS contract as a DNR is eliminated.”  Ms. Otondo offered a friendly amendment to the motion.  Mr. Ridgely accepted the friendly amendment. Mr. Wood stated that if this motion were to pass, it would eliminate Motion 10.  After extensive discussion, Ms. Knox moved to call the question to a vote.  With a simple majority vote, the motion failed (with Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Rehman abstained).  Ms. Otondo noted her concern with the issue of confidentiality.  Ms. Bigelow stated that there is value in having advanced notice of an action being taken.  
Mr. Green made the following motion (Motion 14): “Develop a business practice standard to define each party’s obligation when any generator that is listed on a result of implementation of Motion #10 is eliminated.” During the discussion, Ms. Wesley questioned if the Motion 13 was proposed with respect to the passage of Motion 12.  Mr. Ridgely responded in the affirmative.  He further noted that he disagreed that it was the TP’s responsibility for notification of resource elimination.  With a balanced vote, the motion failed (with Mr. Ridgely and Mr. Sorenson abstained) [Vote 1].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	3
	5
	0.8
	1.2
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	3
	5
	8
	1.8
	3.2
	4


Mr. Wood made the following motion (Motion 15): “NAESB standards will have a transaction for a generator to remove themselves from the list created from the implementation of Motion #10.”  During the discussion, Mr. Sorenson offered the following friendly amendment: “But there will be no requirement regarding undesignating DNR associates.”  Mr. Wood did not accept the friendly amendment.  Ms. Bigelow noted that Entergy’s system allows for a TP to select the DNR from a drop down box.  Ms. Otondo noted that the data should be pre-populated.  Ms. Rehman stated that the list was to be used as a catalogue that identified the product and will contain data that describes the product for customers who will use the information for a DNR.  She further stated that the concept behind Motion 15 would be that the entity that populates the list is the one that provides the initial data and is the only one that will be able to remove that data.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, and Mr. Skiba abstained).
With respect to New Load, Mr. Sorenson noted that new load should be defined as initial application and addition of loads.  He further noted that there needs to be flexibility in the recommendation for different scenarios.  After extensive discussion, the group could not reach consensus on the following issue: Separate 10-year forecast from any operational forecast and include the 10-year forecast information in new load/revised load.  Also, the group could not reach an agreement as to whether to have a separate transaction for forecast load.  
The group held discussion with respect to the Forecast Load.  Mr. Sorenson questioned whether the proposed recommendation will want to have the customer provide a rollup of both load forecasts into one sink or provide the forecast loads individually to the TP.  Mr. Ridgely stated that the TP has the right to determine the load forecast as they see fit.  He further stated that NAESB should allow the TP and the customer to determine the granularity to be provided in receipt of the forecasts.  Mr. Saini stated that the TP should have the option to require the aggregate loads or granularity based on their specific needs.  Mr. Sorenson questioned whether it would be better to not separate the forecasted load from the new or revised load.  Ms. Otondo stated that her issue relates to an addition of a new load after the start of the 10-year planning process.  She questioned whether the customer will have to “restart” their planning process because of the new load.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the “Forecast Load” should be a part of a new load/revised load as a representation of the OATT requirement for a 10-year forecast.  He further stated that the information should be kept separate from operational load forecasting requirements, which could be implemented at the TP’s discretion.  Mr. Wood stated that the operational load forecasting mechanism is not necessary.  Mr. Ridgely said that he does not believe that operational information belongs in OASIS.  Mr. Saini noted that he was in favor of the mechanism suggested by Mr. Sorenson.  

Ms. Bigelow made the following motion (Motion 16): “NAESB standards will include an OASIS mechanism for NITS customer for operational load forecasts at the option of the TP to allow NITS customers to submit operational load forecasts.”  During the discussion, Mr. Skiba questioned why the motion includes a mechanism that is optional to use.  Ms. Rehman noted that WEQ-002 and the S&CP allows for the TP to add enhancements to the OASIS.  After further discussion, Ms. Bigelow withdrew her motion.  The group could not reach consensus on the following issue: Separate 10-year forecast from any operational forecast and include the 10-year forecast information in new load/revised load.  Also, the group could not reach an agreement as to whether to have a separate transaction for forecast load.  The motions are available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its101508a2.doc.
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to Designate Resource and Undesignate Resource.  Mr. Wood stated that re-attestation can remain but that it should not be a requirement.  He further stated that the initial attestation is sufficient.  Ms. Otondo noted that in the OATT, the terminology is “temporary termination” and “permanent termination.”  Mr. Wood noted his preference of the use of the term “undesignation” instead of “terminate.”  Mr. Ridgely noted his preference of term “undesignate” for temporary and permanent.  After further discussion, the group agreed to use the following terms: Designate and Undesignate (with the use of Temporary and Permanent).  It was determined that the use of the nondesignated resource will be included in the proposed business practice standards.  
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the New PTP.  Mr. Sorenson said that the TP must support simultaneous undesignation and request PTP.  The group agreed to include the new PTP request in a batch that would have to be specifically limited to “original PTP requests.”  Also, the group further agreed with Mr. Sorenson and that it should be called simultaneous undesignate and “designate” instead of “redesignate.”  Ms. Otondo noted the proposed business practice standards will need to address the inclusion of non-designated resources to service network load and have the ability to batch PTP.  With respect to Revise PTP, it was determined that once the PTP is confirmed, the customer will need to clarify that the reservation has all rights and is handled like any other PTP reservation.  The group that the handling of PTP request as part of the NITS batch (e.g., time table) prior to confirmation will be further discussed at the next meeting.  The revised NITS Application Concepts document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_ess_its101508a3.doc.
3. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· November 12-14, 2008, hosted by NAESB, in Houston, Texas

· December 15-16, 2008, hosted by Entergy, in New Orleans, Louisiana
4. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn.  The meeting was adjourned at 2:43p.m. Eastern on October 16, 2008.
5. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	Segment
	October 15
	October16
	Vote 1

	Justin Thompson
	APS
	Transmission
	Phone
	
	--

	Marcie Otondo
	APS
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	Oppose

	Anne Shintani
	BPA
	Transmission
	Phone
	
	--

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Transmission
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution/LSE
	Phone
	Phone
	--

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	--

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Marketers/Brokers
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor

	Cathy Anderson
	Idaho Power 
	Transmission
	Phone
	
	Oppose

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	ISO/Planners
	
	Phone
	--

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	ISO/Planners
	Phone
	Phone
	--

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	ISO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	--

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	ISO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	--

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	ISO/Planners
	Phone
	Phone
	Abstain

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	N/A
	Phone
	Phone
	N/A

	Marilyn Franz
	NV Energy
	Transmission
	
	Phone
	--

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	End Users
	Phone
	Phone
	Abstain

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	ISO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	Oppose

	Cathy Wesley 
	PJM
	ISO/Planners
	In Person
	In Person
	--

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	Marketers/Brokers
	Phone
	Phone
	Oppose

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor

	Kathy York
	TVA
	Generation
	
	Phone
	--
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