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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), and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NAESB Joint WEQ BPS/ESS/ITS Meeting – July 19, 2006
DATE:

July 25, 2006
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
joint Bps/ess/its Meeting
July 19, 2006
FINAL Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  “R05004 Item D” was moved to number 4 on the agenda.  “Changes to NERC MOD 001” was added as number 3 to the agenda.  The group adopted the agenda as revised by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the July 11-12, 2006 minutes and Mr. Harshbarger seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.
2. R05004 B (granting of partial service by capacity requested, both partial period and partial MW)
The group reviewed Draft Standard Language for item B.  Mr. Wood stated that the group had drafted language for granting partial service during the July 11-12 meeting.  The goal for the day’s meeting was to review the language and prepare if for an informal comment period.  It was explained that “Primary Provider” came from the FERC Pro Forma Tariff language.  Although Primary Provider is used in the OASIS Standards and Communication Protocols, the decision was made to remove the title from the draft standards language for item B.  Mr. Wood explained that the subcommittee would most likely recommend that the language for item B be included in the WEQ Technical Implementation Guide, currently under draft.  The language is an explanation of how to implement a COUNTEROFFER.
Mr. Kimm questioned why the language would not become a business practice standard.  Mr. Pritchard stated that there were several FERC Orders that state if a Provider can offer part of a service, it is obligated to do so.  Mr. Saini noted that the use of the language “can do” could be interpreted to mean the action was left to the discretion of the Provider.  Ms. Kirby added that Technical Implementation Guides were included in the NAESB standards.
Mr. Wood explained that the FERC did not require rebid on MWs.  Mr. Kimm stated that although rebid on MWs were not an obligation of Providers, he thought it in the best interest of all parties to add some additional levels of cooperation to the Customer concerning rebids on MWs.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the language of paragraph 30 of 110 FERC § 61,094 states the Customer must either accept the offer or reject it.
  If the Customer rejects the offer, they then lose their place in the queue.  The group also noted that if the Customer bought extra MWs because of the lack of a Rebid function, the Customer could resale those MWs.  Mr. Kimm questioned the reasonableness of asking Customers to resell small units of MWs.
Mr. Wood stated that the standard would be posted for an informal comment period, and that the joint group would have the opportunity to review the comments before taking them to the next NERC/NAESB joint meeting.  Mr. Middleton stated that it was the objective of the NERC ATC Drafting Team to post MOD 001 on August 1.  Therefore, NAESB delayed its posting for informal comments until August 1.
3. Changes made to NERC MOD 001
The group reviewed NERC's MOD 001 Redlined Draft
as of July 10, 2006.  Mr. Blevins explained that the comments at the beginning of the draft standard were those of Ms. Long of NERC.  He added that the standards drafting team had made several changes to try and address the comments.  Mr. Blevins stated that the group had identified entities that were “calculators” in the draft standards.
The requirements of the draft standards are broken into several different methodologies including the Rated Path Methodology and the Network Response Method.  Mr. Blevins explained that Rated Path was typically used in the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) and the Network Response Method is generally used in the East.  He explained that definitions included in MOD 001 were those identified by the group as required under the standard, but not yet included in the NERC Glossary.  He also stated that calculations containing information such as outages or other information not appropriate for public viewing would be made available to calculators and Reliability Coordinators, but would not be posted on OASIS.
Mr. Blevins stated that the NERC standards would not specify the criteria for bumping different non-firm services, but would require that entities document the process for informational purposes.  He stressed the need for an entity to establish consistent approaches on both posting of capacity and bumping of capacity.  Mr. Wood stated that either the NERC or NAESB standards related to ATC should include when calculations are to be completed and when they are posted.  Mr. Pritchard stated that there were more varieties of non-firm service including hourly, daily, and monthly that should be considered in ATC postings.  He explained that ATC should include all existing transmission and should specify whether unscheduled firm is posted as a non-firm product.  He added that not including these items in the NERC ATC definition, may force NAESB to draft its own ATC definition.  Mr. Pritchard explained that it would be best for the industry to avoid two different definitions.
Mr. Blevins stated that the goal of the NERC ATCDT is to submit MOD 001 to the industry for comment prior to the August 7th deadline for comments due to the FERC on the NOPR.
4. R05004 Item D (defining whether Contract Path for systems using flow-based analysis is between control areas or between Transmission Service Providers)
Mr. Mallinger noted that this issue applied to the scheduling of energy across interfaces and not selling transmission service.  He noted that in the PJM/MISO footprint, Control Areas and Transmission Service Providers (TSPs) were not matching up on certain reservations.  Control Areas have the responsibility for scheduling energy that does not exceed a Contract Path rating.  The Contract Path limits are dependent on what equipment is out of service.  Mr. Kimm noted that there were inconsistencies in this approach; some TSPs will only sell capacity up to Control Path and other TSPs will post their interconnections with other Control Areas.
MISO sums up all interface capacity for all MISO entities.  In addition, in MISO’s seams agreements there is a provision for the sharing of contract capacity.  MISO looks at all such agreements to determine contract path capacity.  Mr. Kimm questioned how the Customer was supposed to know if and when MISO was exceeding its Contract Path, with all of the seams agreements in play.  Mr. Wood and Ms. York stated that Mr. Mallinger and Mr. Middleton had explained the issue and that this would be taken into consideration as the WEQ BPS/ESS/ITS began its discussions on whether a business practice was needed for defining Contract Path.
5. R05004 Item A (processing of Transmission Service requests, which use TTC/ATC/AFC, in coordination with NERC changes to MOD-001, such as where the allocation of flowgate capability based on historical Network Native Load impacts the evaluation of transmission service requests, requiring the portions of those allocation values in conjunction with queries of service offerings on OASIS)
Mr. Mallinger stated that MISO does allocation on flowgates and uses these allocations along with AFC in deciding whether to approve service to a Customer.  MISO posts AFCs on OASIS and has a scenario analyzer that determines whether or not service is approved.  The analyzer also uses ASTFC (Available Share of Total Flowgate Capability) in its determination.  These allocations show remaining allocations in an 18 month time period.  The ASTFC is posted once a day on OASIS.
Mr. Mallinger stated that previously PJM only posted either the AFC or the ASTFC, depending on which was lower.  Because this was confusing to Customers, PJM switched to only posting the AFC.  Their reasoning in not posting the ASTFC was if the number was zero it would indicate a posting that was zero.  Mr. Mallinger explained that this was not necessarily the case because of sharing agreements.  Mr. Mallinger noted if the AFC is zero, it is considered to be the reliability indicator that no capacity is left and service is denied.  If the AFC is positive, PJM will check the ASTFC and determine based on sharing how much capacity is available.  In general, Mr. Mallinger explained that the AFC was expected to be positive and if zero, it indicated a reliability problem.  In situations where the opposite occurs, an investigation always follows.
Mr. Mallinger explained that another way of determining capacity was to take ASTFC and include all reciprocal entities and remove all buffers, then sum up the numbers and post the value.  This value would be compared to the AFC.  The lower of the two numbers is all capacity available to the Customer and includes sharing ASTFCs on the systems.
Mr. Kimm noted that transparency was needed in these types of systems for capacity available.  He added that Customers can sometimes order capacity, see that capacity is available, and still be denied.  Mr. Middleton noted that some participants thought the total of all shares should be posted.  Mr. Mallinger noted that if one number was posted with all shares, there would still be problems in determining whether on path/off path rules apply.  Ms. York noted in certain cases, when a positive AFC was posted and a request was denied based on a lack of ASTFCs, including sharing, this resulted in a perception amongst Customers that the five entities were holding capacity.  She added that a new business practice for postings might resolve the issues noted above.
6. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings
Mr. Wood noted that the draft language for item B should go out for comment on August 1st.  He and Ms. York encouraged everyone to participate in the joint meeting held July 20-21.  A meeting is scheduled for August 16th in Colorado Springs, CO in which items A and D will be further discussed.
7. Adjourn
Mr. Pritchard moved to adjourn and Mr. Smith seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 4:55 p.m. Central.
8.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization
	In Person/Phone

	Bishop
	Richard
	PacifiCorp
	Phone

	Bissonnette
	Victor
	HydroQuebec Transenergie
	Phone

	Black
	Shannon
	Sacramento Municipal Utility Dist.
	In Person

	Blevins
	Bill
	NERC
	In Person

	Browning
	Nick
	MISO
	Phone

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Calhoun
	Clay
	MISO
	Phone

	Falls
	Chuck
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Gonzales
	Angela
	NAESB
	In Person

	Halpin
	Fran
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Harshbarger
	Bob
	Puget Sound Energy
	In Person

	Kershaw
	Ray
	ITC Transmission
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe 
	NAESB
	In Person

	Kimm
	Dennis
	MidAmerican Electric Company
	In Person

	Laverty
	Eric
	MISO
	Phone

	Mallinger
	Tom
	MISO
	Phone

	Middleton
	Larry
	MISO
	In Person

	Pewarski
	Jim
	MISO
	Phone

	Pritchard
	Alan
	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	In Person

	Schwermann
	Bob
	Sacramento Municipal Utility Dist.
	In Person

	Smith
	Jerry
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person

	Wood
	J.T.
	Southern Company
	Phone 

	York 
	Kathy 
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person


� The FERC Orders cited can be viewed under the zip file posted for this meeting at � HYPERLINK "http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc071106w1.zip" \t "new" �FERC Partial Orders referenced in footnotes 299-303 in NOPR on OATT Reform�.  
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