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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, - September 7, 2006
DATE:

September 8, 2006
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
conference call Meeting; september 7, 2006
final Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Ms. York welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Dison moved to adopt the agenda with the caveat that if Mr. Wood was not present in the meeting or not prepared to discuss the ATC/AFC definitions, that item would be postponed until the next meeting.  Mr. Dwyer seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the August 16, 2006 meeting minutes without revision and Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  
2. 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) 
Review definitions for ATC and AFC
Mr. Wood asked that this discussion be postponed until the September 27, 2006 conference call.  He explained that the methodology to compare for AFC/ATC was located in a company’s tariff.  Mr. Wood asked those participants on the phone to send him their AFC/ATC methodology.  

Discussion on Scope

Ms. York stated that Mr. Kimm, one of the R05004 requesters, was present to assist the BPS and ESS/ITS in scoping item A and item D of Request R05004.  Mr. Kimm stated that the group had reviewed item A during the July 11-12 meeting in Houston.  He stated that NAESB, in addition to providing greater transparency to posting of AFC/ATC/TTC/Available Share of Total Flowgate Capability (ASTFC) could also draft methodology for the calculation for available share of flowgate capability.  He stated that how physical capacity was divided up was commercial in nature and should be a business practice.  Mr. Middleton stated that total flowgate capability was filed with the FERC.  

Mr. Kimm explained that at times physical capability is listed as available for a particular flowgate, yet no one can sell the capacity.  The ATC and AFC can be positive yet no participant has a share of the physical capability.  Mr. Kimm clarified that mainly this issue occurred with those entities involved in internal flowgate agreements with MISO/PJM including PJM, MISO, SPP, TVA, and MAPP.  Mr. Busbin asked if Mr. Kimm had presented this problem to the FERC.  Mr. Kimm stated that he would rather pursue other alternatives prior to notifying the FERC.  He added that MAPP was aware of the problem and trying to work through the Congestion Management Working Group to address it.  Mr. Kimm stated that he conducted a recent query on the number of refusals of service MidAmerican had, and 20-30% were do to allocation.  Mr. Middleton stated that he was aware of an instance when a request for service was denied and there was physical capability, but the situation had been investigated and was largely corrected when a MISO Joint Operating Agreement (JOA) when into affect.  Mr. Kimm stated that the JOAs had not fixed the problem.   He added that he was referencing paths between Transmission Providers that were not involved in any internal arrangements.   Mr. Middleton stated that 20-30% was most likely not accurate and that some denials could be because transmission was on a constrained path.  Mr. Kimm stated that the statistics he gave were based on MidAmerican queries and that to his knowledge, no TLRs existed on those flowgates.   

Mr. Wood stated that if there was no transmission available, the AFC/ATC should be zero.  He added that whatever entity was controlling the physical path should list it as such.  Mr. Kimm stated that a different calculation was used to determine who had allocation and the amount.  Mr. Middleton stated that allocation was based on historical usage.  Mr. Kimm stated that 80% could be shown as being used on a flowgate, but because of historical usage 100% was needed.  Therefore, 20% of transmission capability was not being used.  Mr. Middleton stated that MISO actual usage statistics were posted everyday for the public on OASIS (MISO OASIS Link)
.  Ms. York asked if statistics were also posted on denials of service, as well as explanations for those denials.  Mr. Middleton stated that this was also posted, as required by the FERC.   Mr. Wood stated that if grandfathered reservations were included in calculations of physical capability, the amount posted would better reflect the amount available.  Mr. Wood explained that the AFC/ATC would be decremented by that amount.  
Mr. Kimm stated that problems existed in the system when requesting firm service from the five entities listed above, because it was not granted on a first come, first serve basis.  He explained that those entities do five minute dispatches amongst themselves, and other entities are required to go to through OASIS.  Mr. Middleton stated that if ASTFC was done away with, it would leave other entities that conduct service on a point to point basis with Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) issues.  He explained that those point to point entities would be disabled because the market does not have an obligation to give back transmission and those that have point to point transmission are curtailed first.  Mr. Kimm stated that he did not think the solution required the dissolution of ASTFC.  Mr. Wood stated that the five participants on the physical path should be allocated a portion of the capability and that those percentages should add up to the AFC.  If native load obligations exist they should be subtracted from the total percentage allocated to that entity.  
Mr. Laverty and Mr. Pewarski asked that Mr. Kimm provide the subcommittee and MISO with specific situations of when such problems described happened.  Mr. Laverty stated that when other markets did not receive transmission based on their requests, it was generally because they were behind in the queue.  Mr. Kimm stated if that were so, those entities should simply wait in the queue and not be denied service outright.  Mr. Wood asked if Mr. Kimm was in the queue for all five entities physical capability.  Mr. Kimm stated that if he was requesting service from PJM based on a positive AFC posted, he should not also have to submit the same request to MISO.  Mr. Kimm stated that MISO AFC personnel have stated this was due to different calculations, but had no solution for the problem.  

Mr. Kimm stated that to correct the problem, at a minimum more transparency in the system and calculations should be available.  He stated that if AFC’s were actually zero, the entities should post that number.  Mr. Dison said that such situations as presented in this request were in scope for business practices and that such practices could be written to give guidance so that an entire allocation was sold properly.  Mr. Wood stated that Southern Company also allocated percentages to other entities based on JOAs, but did not post a single AFC for the group.  Rather, every entity posted its own AFC.  Ms. Rehman stated that a business practice should be written so that justification was given for denials of service when an AFC was not zero.  

Mr. Busbin questioned who determined that all allocations added up to 100%.  Mr. Kimm stated that this was based on historical usage, and that at times that usage no longer existed but was still accounted for.  Mr. Kimm stated that it was for these reasons that he asked NAESB to also develop a calculation for ATSFC.  Mr. Pewarski asked that a specific solution to the problems presented by Mr. Kimm be presented to the subcommittee and properly vetted.  Mr. Dison stated that was the purpose of the subcommittees’ discussions.  However, Mr. Dison questioned whether NAESB could draft business practices that could be in direct conflict with existing JOAs between Transmission Providers.  Ms. York stated that more transparency in the posting of these calculations could be the proper direction for a business practice to take at this time.  Ms. Rehman agreed.

Ms. McQuade stated that NAESB subcommittees should draft business practices as they deemed proper to address a specific problem.  However, she reminded the group that those business practices had to proceed through all the NAESB steps before an actual ratified standard existed.  She stated that the subcommittee could conduct balanced votes to make sure every segment was equally represented.  Ms. McQuade explained that after a standard was ratified and eventually filed with the FERC, it was then up to the FERC to decide whether to issue an Order based on the filing.  After a standard is adopted by the FERC, the FERC can ask for the OATT Tariff to be revised to reflect the NAESB standards.  Individual companies may request waivers from the FERC.  

Mr. Wood stated that while NERC drafted the actual calculations for AFC/ATC, NAESB could draft the definitions for posting and items to be included in AFC/ATC methodologies.  Mr. Wood stated that Order 889 already required Transmission Providers to post explanations for their denials of service.  However, Mr. Wood stated that explanations could be programmed into a TP’s OASIS so that they were posted automatically with denials of service.  

After the above discussion, the subcommittees arrived at the following scope for item A of R05004:

Where the allocation of flowgate/contract path capability based on historical Existing Transmission Commitment (ETC) (such as calculation of Available Share of Total Flowgate Capability) impacts the evaluation of transmission service requests, a draft standard would require the posting of allocation values in conjunction with queries of service offerings on OASIS.  If there is a denial of service linked to AFC, an explanation of the reasoning behind the denial should be posted to create greater transparency.  The business practice standard would say when and where the posting of AFC/ATC/TTC/ASTFC occurs.                        
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))
Discussion on Scope
Ms. York stated that there was a perception that contract path could be between control areas.  Mr. Wood stated that is was the charge of the subcommittees to clarify this.  He added that participants from the WECC should be present to explain why it did not affect them.  The following scope was agreed upon by the subcommittees:
Scope is to define contract path as existing between Transmission Service Providers.

4. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings
Ms. York stated the subcommittee had another teleconference scheduled for September 27, 2006.  She said the main purpose of the meeting was to review informal industry comments submitted on the partial service language drafted for item B and to prepare for the joint NERC/NAESB ATC/AFC meeting scheduled by NERC for Atlanta, GA on October 4-6.  
5. Adjourn
Mr. Busbin moved to adjourn and Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:54 p.m. Central.
6.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization

	Bishop
	Richard
	PacifiCorp

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company Transmission

	Dison
	Joel
	Southern Company Generation

	Dwyer
	Paul
	Connectiv Energy

	Kimm
	Dennis
	MidAmerican

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB

	Laverty
	Eric
	Midwest ISO

	McQuade
	Rae
	NAESB

	Middleton
	Larry
	Midwest ISO

	Perlman
	Marjorie
	Energy East

	Pewarski
	Jim
	Midwest ISO

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Sorenson
	Paul
	OATI

	Weathers
	Wendy
	Salt River Project

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Company

	York
	Kathy
	TVA


� Please note that this is a hyperlink.  If you have problems opening the link, see � HYPERLINK "https://oasis.midwestiso.org/documents/miso/afc_report.asp" ��https://oasis.midwestiso.org/documents/miso/afc_report.asp�.  
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