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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 Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS), Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), NERC ATC Standards Drafting Team (ATCDT), and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NAESB Joint BPS/ESS/ITS Conference Call Meeting – January 8, 2007
DATE:

January 9, 2007


NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
January 8, 2007 CONFERENCE CALL MEETING
FINAL Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Ms. York moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Saini seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the December 6, 2006 minutes as drafted.  Ms. York seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.      
2. Update on NERC ATC Drafting Team Progress
Mr. Saini stated that NERC had delayed its posting of MOD-001-1, to allow time for the formatting to be corrected.  Mr. Saini stated that the NERC ATCDT had been asked to answer comments of the NERC staff before it posts.  He added that the team should respond to comments and get a response from NERC staff on posting by the later part of this week or by January 15, 2007.  Mr. Middleton agreed with that statement.  Ms. York stated that a joint meeting should be scheduled for late February or early March, depending on when MOD-001-1 posts.  It is possible that the March 1-2 date currently scheduled for a NERC only ATC meeting would be the preferable date for a joint NERC and NAESB meeting on ATC.  This joint meeting would be scheduled to review responses NERC gives to the industry regarding MOD-001-1 and to review responses NAESB has received on its various informal comment postings for standards language.  
3. R05004A Item 1D (defining whether contract path for systems using flow-based analysis is between control areas or between Transmission Service Providers [is a new request that would not affect ERCOT or the Western Interconnection])
Mr. Wood stated that one set of comments had been received from Progress Energy on Item 1D.  (Comments are posted at Comments Submitted by V. Ingersoll, Progress Energy.)  Mr. Wood stated that Mr. Ingersoll had commented that Contract Path is between Control Areas.  He added that the basic question for the definition of Contract Path was whether Transmission Providers (TP) schedule transmission between TP to TP, or whether transmission is scheduled by the Control Areas.  Mr. Wood stated that Control Areas are internal to the TP and there was a question as to whether Control Areas make actual transmission reservations.  

Mr. Middleton stated this might be a more difficult standard to write for the PJM/MISO area, because contract path is not allowed under the MISO tariff.  Writing a definition that MISO cannot comply with would put MISO in violation of the standard if FERC adopts it.  Mr. Summe stated that the definition should be between Control Areas.  Mr. Wood asked if the definition should be written in a more generic fashion, or whether two definitions were needed: one for contract path and one for flow based analysis.         
Mr. Saini stated that there were not many options for drafting a definition for contract path.  He stated that the group should not concentrate on those that the definition would not apply to, as they could submit a waiver to the FERC for those particular standards.  Mr. Saini agreed that the definition should be changed to Control Area to Control Area, rather than TP to TP.  The proper title under the functional model is Balancing Area Authority (BAA).  The definition was changed to the following:
Contract Path: A predetermined electrical path established for scheduling and commercial settlement purposes that represents the continuous flow of electrical energy between the parties to a transaction. The contract path is between Balancing Authority Areas but does not necessarily represent the actual path of energy flow.
Mr. Wood asked that the group consider the definition and submit comments if they disagreed.  Ms. Rehman stated that the BAA is not always a party to the transaction and therefore she might submit additional comments on the definition.
4. R05004A Item 1A (where the allocation of flowgate capability based on historical Network Native Load impacts the evaluation of transmission service requests, requiring the posting of those allocation values in conjunction with queries of service offerings on OASIS)
Mr. Wood stated that the group had asked MISO to provide an update to the group on the posting of their ATC values.  The group discussed the posting of historical native load and transmission that has been “grandfathered” out of Order 888 and is part of the ATC value but is not posted.  

Mr. Saini stated that his understanding of the request item was that before a Transmission Service Request (TSR) is submitted, the submitter would like to know the value of the historical native load and ATC value prior to the TSR being either denied or accepted.  He added that transparency was the main issue of the request.  Mr. Middleton replied that this type of information was already posted on their system.  Mr. Saini asked if Mr. Middleton could send some standards language to the NAESB office stating where the information can be located.  Mr. Middleton agreed to do so for the review of the group.  
5. R05004A Item 3E (business practices for calculation and frequency of posting ATC calculation) (frequency of calculation and frequency of posting)
The group reviewed FERC and NERC Minimum Current Requirements Chart for Calculations and Frequency of Posting ATC/TTC.  Ms. Rehman stated that the explanation for number 1 in the chart was not necessarily correct.  She asked what the interpretation was amongst those present for the hourly postings.  She also inquired how a Customer would be able to determine what a weekly or monthly product was if the product is posted in hourly.  Mr. Wood stated that Southern Company posted 169 hours of data for the hourly postings under FERC Order 889, section 37.6, (3) (i) (A) (1), and 30 days for the daily postings.  Mr. Wood stated for a sliding monthly product, it can be offered on a certain date in the month and then slide to the date 30 days following.  He stated that if it involved two months worth of data, the lowest available would be offered and posted.  Ms. Rehman asked if that should be clarified in the standard.  Mr. Saini stated that this would be an extension of the requirement but he would not be opposed to the addition.  Ms. Rehman asked if there was enough transparency in everyone’s system that the addition was not needed.  Mr. Saini stated that the requirement was for the granularity of posting (169 hours of hourly), but daily and weekly could still be sold and bought.  

The group explained that by the completing the chart, they were identifying the different posting requirements for ATC.  They were also identifying where discrepancies existed and identifying whether further explanation to the requirement was required.  The group stated that an informal comment posting should go out for issues identified when drafting the chart, such as whether a standard was needed for weekly postings and yearly postings.  The group will continue work on the chart at the January 30, 2007 conference call meeting.
6. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings

The group stated that the deletion of R.1.2.2., R.1.2.2.1, R.1.4.2., and R.1.4.2.1., as reflected in the comments submitted by NAESB to NERC on November 15, 2006 on MOD-001-1 were not reflected in the latest MOD-001-1 posting.  Ms. Kirby stated that she would identify these oversights to the NERC ATCDT and Mr. Lohrman in an email prior to the NERC ATCDT meeting.  
Mr. Wood reminded the team that NERC had not accepted the deletion of the AFC timing requirements from MOD-001-1, as commented on by NAESB.  He stated that Southern Company would be commenting on the lack of these deletions for this standard.  

The group will continue with their work on Item 3E for the January 30th conference call.
7. Adjourn
Mr. Saini moved to adjourn and Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 p.m. Central time.  
8.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization

	Anderson
	Mark
	Seminole Electric

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB

	Laverty
	Eric
	MISO

	Lohrman
	Bill
	NERC

	Middleton
	Larry
	MISO

	Perlman
	Marjorie
	EnergyEast

	Pritchard
	Alan
	Duke Energy

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy

	Summe
	Martin
	ElectriCities

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Company

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
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