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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: 
Laura Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NAESB Joint BPS/ESS/ITS, Colorado Springs, Colorado – August 16, 2006
DATE:

August 29, 2006
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
joint Meeting; Colorado Springs, COlorado
Hosted by El Paso Western Pipelines

August 16, 2006
final Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Ms. York welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Kennedy gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Pritchard moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Ulch seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.
The subcommittee reviewed the draft minutes of the July 19, 2006 meeting.  Ms. Kirby stated that Mr. Wood had previously noted that there were two instances on page 1 of the minutes where “counter offers” should be replaced with “rebid”.  Ms. Kirby made this change to the draft minutes.

Mr. Pritchard stated that on page 2, the sentence “Mr. Pritchard stated that there were more varieties of non-firm service including daily, weekly, and monthly that should be considered in ATC postings” should be modified to “Mr. Pritchard stated that there were more varieties of non-firm service including hourly, daily, and monthly that should be considered in ATC postings.”  Mr. Pritchard also noted that the designation of his organization should be modified to Duke Energy instead of Duke Power.  Ms. Kirby modified the draft minutes as requested by Mr. Pritchard.

Mr. Mallinger asked Ms. York to further explain the sentence in the minutes in Section 5 on page 3 “Ms. York noted that because of the shared flowgate capabilities, a perception existed amongst Customers that the PJM/MISO footprint was holding capacity for the five entities involved in the sharing agreements.”  Ms. York stated that customers perceived that TVA and the other entities were holding back capacity.  Mr. Mallinger suggested modifying that sentence to state:  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.
Mr. Mallinger also noted that the acronym for Available Share of Total Flowgate Capability should be ASTFC instead of AFCTSC.  This modification was made throughout the minutes.  Mr. Mallinger also modified Section 4 of the minutes.
Mr. Dison moved, seconded by Mr. Smith, to adopt the minutes as modified as the final minutes from the July 19, 2006 meeting.  The motion passed unanimously.  The final minutes are posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc071906fm.doc.
Ms. Kirby noted that to date NERC has not posted minutes for the NERC ATC Drafting Team meetings.  Mr. Blevins agreed to post minutes based on his notes for these meetings and agreed to write minutes for future NERC ATC Drafting Team meetings.  Ms. Kirby stated she would add a link to the NAESB WEQ ATC page to the NERC Related Files page for the ATC Drafting Team.  When the NERC minutes are posted, they will be posted on the Related Files page.

Ms. York stated that the NERC and NAESB leadership plans to schedule a conference call during the week of August 21-25, 2006 to review the progress of the joint development of the ATC and related standards.  This will be an opportunity for the leadership of these groups to determine if changes need to be made to improve the coordination between NERC and NAESB on this standards development effort.
2. Review of Items to be added to R05004 as a result of NAESB review of NOPR on OATT Reform
Ms. York stated that a group was organized by NAESB to review the OATT NOPR and to help NAESB draft comments to submit to the FERC on the NOPR.  The comments were limited in scope to identification of the items that the group felt were items that would result in NAESB standards development and proposed timelines for completion of those items.
As a result of the review of the NOPR, several items were identified that should be incorporated into the ATC standards development that were not included in Request No. R05004.  The WEQ Executive Committee adopted a revised scope for Request No. R05004 during the August 15, 2006 meeting.  The revised request was posted as a work paper for this meeting:  Request R05004 - Revised 8/2/06.
Ms. York reviewed the items that were added to Request No. R05004.  The items were added as Item 3 to the Request.

Item 3(a) was added as a reference to Paragraph 155 of the NOPR:  Any required additional OASIS posting requirements to document methodologies that are developed.

Item 3(b) was added as a reference to Paragraph 158 of the NOPR:  NAESB companion business practices for ETC.

Item 3(c) was also added to reference Paragraph 158 of the NOPR:  Additional OASIS business practices for the posting of information in native load use of transmission.  The business practices may include standards for transmission commitments, specifically components to be included in ETC.

Item 3(d) was added as a reference to Paragraphs 161-163 of the NOPR:  CBM OASIS business practice development will be required as well as business practices for a new OASIS transaction that allows a Load Serving Entity to “call” on CBM, business practices for a separate rate schedule for CBM set-aside, and business practices for new transfer capability reservation for designated network resources.

Item 3(e) was added as a reference to Paragraph 168 of the NOPR:  Business practices for calculation and frequency of posting ATC calculations.

Item 3(f) was added as a reference to Paragraph 169 of the NOPR:  business practices for existing transmission reservations including counterflows, ATC calculation frequency, and Source/sink modeling identification.

Item 3(g) was added as a reference to Paragraph 181 of the NOPR:  informational postings to complement the reliability standards MOD-001 for development of consistent methodologies for ATC/TTC/AFC.  Development of business practices to determine which information should be posted to support ATC/TTC/AFC.

Item 3(h) was added as a reference to Paragraph 186 of the NOPR:  provide the mechanism for a standardized navigation to access the narrative explanations for changes in ATC values.

3. R05004 Item D (defining whether Contract Path for systems using flow-based analysis is between control areas or between Transmission Service Providers (new requirement, would not apply to Western or ERCOT Interconnection))
Mr. Browning reviewed the Midwest ISO (MISO) e-Tag system.  He stated that the physical schedule is tied to the MISO OASIS.  MISO validates that the OASIS reservation that is placed on the e-Tag coincides with the Transmission Service Request on OASIS.  MISO also validates internal and external transactions based on availability.  The flowgate capacity is judged on the OASIS system.  If validated and confirmed, the scheduling system only confirms that the OASIS reservation was confirmed.
Mr. Saini asked whether the reservation is made from certain Transmission Providers that are outside the system, going through the MISO system, or from the control area.  Mr. Browning stated that MISO only requires physical tags for transactions into MISO or transactions that leave the MISO footprint.  The internal network load is not physically tagged.  Mr. Saini asked if tags from Southwest Power Pool came into MISO.  Mr. Browning stated that MISO has tags that come from Southwest Power Pool’s control area.  If the transaction is an external transaction, the Transmission Provider and control area will be external to MISO.  If the Transmission Provider on the e-Tag is not an external Transmission Provider to MISO, but the control area is external control area, the transaction is an external transaction.
Mr. Calhoun stated that standards should be drafted for Item D so that if a party to a reciprocal coordination agreement exceeds the limitation set forth in the agreement, a payment will be due.  Mr. Calhoun stated that MISO wants to be able to reduce the cost to end users for redispatch if possible.  Mr. Calhoun suggested that the participants review the MISO Joint Operating Agreements that are posted on the MISO website:  www.midwestmarket.org.
Mr. Saini stated that the subcommittee should develop general business practices for markets using flowgates, like MISO and Southwest Power Pool.  The subcommittee should also develop business practices for entities like Southern Company, Tennessee Valley Authority, and Entergy, which also have flowbased capability.  Ms. Rehman noted that there are entities in the Western Interconnection that are looking at flowbased methodologies and suggested that the standards include the Western Interconnection or be drafted so general so that the standards would include the Western Interconnection if those methodologies are adopted.  It was the consensus of the subcommittee to draft the standards as generic as possible so that any method adopted by the West will be covered in the standards.  As the developments in the West continue, the subcommittee will address the practices adopted, or the WECC can submit a request for standards development to NAESB.

The subcommittee also discussed the impacts of Item D on transmission reservations.  Mr. Busbin stated that there is impact all the way to the NERC IDC.  Mr. Busbin added that the effects of parallel flows in other systems due to interchange within the markets are taken into account.  The market is required to provide the expected market flow in the coordinated flowgates.  There is a criteria utilized to deem the coordinated flowgate so the market will provide parallel flow across the flowgate due to market transactions.  If a TLR is called on a coordinated flowgate, the market is asked to curtail or redispatch so that a certain amount of market flow is removed from the flowgate to relieve congestion.  Ms. York noted that a NERC committee is working on the market threshold for redispatch.  Mr. Kimm has volunteered to participate in the committee on behalf of NAESB.  To date, there have not been any issues identified that would require business practices to deal with those curtailments.
Ms. York stated that the subcommittee should determine the work plan for drafting business practices to address Item D.  Mr. Ulch stated that the business practices developed to address Item D will not turn on whether the market based methodology or contract path based methodology is used.  The business practices should concentrate on OASIS postings, how frequently the postings are done, how often the postings are updated, etc.  The accuracy of the postings should be determined by the NERC ATC Drafting Team.
The subcommittee reviewed the current NERC definition for the term Contract Path.  The NERC definition for Contract Path is “An agreed upon electrical path for the continuous flow of electrical power between the parties of an Interchange Transaction.”  Mr. Calhoun stated that the definition is so general that it moots the need for Item D.  Mr. Gallagher suggested that the subcommittee inquire what NERC meant by using the term “Contract Path” in Item D.  Mr. Saini stated that in some cases the Contract Path refers to the path between two Transmission Providers and in other cases the Contract Path refers to the path between Control Areas.
The subcommittee did not draft any standards to address Item D, nor did the subcommittee reach a determination on how it will move forward with the development of business practice standards for Item D.

4. 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 posting of those allocation values in conjunction with queries of service offerings on OASIS)
The subcommittee postponed work on R05004 Item A until the requestor can provide further clarification.  As an alternative to this agenda item, Ms. York suggested that the subcommittee review the draft of MOD-001 to determine if the subcommittee will submit comments when the document is posted for comment by the NERC ATC Drafting Team.  The subcommittee reviewed the draft of MOD-001 as of August 15, 2006 that was posted as a work paper for this call:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc081606w2.doc.  The members of the NERC ATC Drafting Team who participated in this meeting noted that the Drafting Team modified the draft of MOD-001 that was posted as a work paper for this meeting before it was posted for comment, but that the modifications were not substantial and that any comments from the NAESB subcommittee on the draft posted as a work paper would also be valid for the newest draft.
Mr. Pritchard stated that ATC standards are business practice standards and not reliability related.  If NERC is going to develop the ATC standards for what values should be posted, MOD-001 should include requirements to post firm and non-firm monthly, daily, and yearly ATC values separately.
Ms. Rehman stated that the meaning of the terms “prudent reserves” and “other pending potential uses” in the draft of the definition for Existing Transmission Commitments (ETC) is not clear.  Ms. York stated that those would be elements within the definition of ETC and NAESB would develop definitions for the components of the definition of ETC.  Mr. Black stated that the term prudent reserves when used in connection with ETC is what WECC considers “operating reserves”.

Mr. Wood stated that he would review the existing NERC definitions for ATC and AFC and compare the definitions in MOD-001 and provide the comparison to the subcommittee at the next meeting.  Mr. Black noted that the definition of ETC in MOD-001 was taken from the source document listed in WECC ETC Determination Paper in Footnote 2.
Mr. Wood noted that MOD-001 does not include a definition for Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC).
After further discussion, the subcommittee agreed to highlight areas in MOD-001 where a NAESB OASIS posting requirement should be drafted.  The attachment to the minutes titled “BPS/ESS/ITS review of NERC MOD-001 08/16/06” includes the sections that were identified as requiring NAESB posting requirements.  The identification was done by highlighting the relevant text.  Posting requirements were identified in R2, R3, R4, R4.1, R6, R17 (in its entirety), and M4.
Next, the subcommittee captured the issues that were discussed during the review of MOD-001.  These issues will be presented to the NERC ATC Drafting Team at the next meeting.  The issues are included on page 10 of the attachment to the minutes referenced above and are also included below:
· NERC needs to be providing calculation methodologies for all TP Registered Products and or those required to be posted to OASIS.  

· NERC needs to make sure methodology addresses both the ATC adjustment upon acceptance and ATC adjustment upon confirmation.  17.4.2 may address this, but perhaps further clarification is needed.  

· Reservation as addressed in Order 888 deals with a request where the Customer has made a commitment to purchase (confirmed or pre-confirmed).  A request is not as stringent – need to make sure that NERC is aware of that differentiation and is using the term correctly.

· Components in ETC and “prudent reserves” – does this need to be clarified?

· There is no reference to TFC.
· 17.5.7 – says that some is confidential and some is not – clarify what is posted

· Is a methodology needed for the reasoning behind the ATC change?  Should NERC come up with these standard responses (similar to what TPs have for denial of service)?

· Confidentiality: NERC’s agreement with parties on a need to know basis – is it available to parties if they agree to sign the confidential agreement?
· R2 – what is meant by coordinating ATC?
· NERC did not distinguish between Firm and Non-firm (for example in the definition of AFC)
5. Update on July 20, 2006 joint meeting with NERC ATCDT
This item was not discussed.

6. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings
Ms. York stated that the comments submitted by NAESB on the OATT NOPR included a request for clarification on issues that will impact the standards development of Request No. R05004 Item 1 C.
The NAESB BPS and ESS/ITS will meet jointly on September 27, 2006 via conference call to address any comments that are submitted on Item B.  The call is scheduled from 10:30 AM to 12:30 PM Central.

Ms. York stated that the next joint meeting scheduled with the NERC ATCDT is scheduled for October 4-6, 2006 in Atlanta, Georgia.
7. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:16 PM Mountain.
8.  Attendance
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	Baggett
	Tonya
	WAPA
	In Person

	Bissonette
	Victor
	HydroQuebec Trans Energie
	Phone

	Black
	Shannon
	SMUD
	In Person

	Browning
	Nick
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company Transmission
	In Person

	Calhoun
	Clay
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Davis
	Ed
	Entergy
	In Person

	Dison
	Joel
	Southern Company Generation
	In Person

	Franz
	Marilyn
	Sierra Pacific Resources
	Phone

	Gallagher
	Bill
	Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
	In Person

	Kennedy
	Laura
	NAESB
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	Phone

	Laverty
	Eric
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Mallinger
	Tom
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	McGovern
	Patrick
	Georgia Transmission Corporation
	In Person

	Middleton
	Larry
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Nugent
	Dean
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Pewarski
	Jim
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Pritchard
	Alan
	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Rosenberg
	Marv
	FERC
	In Person

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	Phone

	Schwermann
	Bob
	SMUD
	In Person

	Smith
	Jerry
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person

	Ulch
	Dean
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Wells
	Mike
	WECC
	In Person

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Company
	In Person

	York
	Kathy
	TVA
	In Person
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