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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, - October 27, 2006
DATE:

October 30, 2006
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
conference call Meeting; october 27, 2006
FINAL Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the conference call meeting.  The participants introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Saini moved to adopt the agenda, and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Adoption of the October 10, 2006 minutes was postponed until the November 15, 2006 meeting in Dallas, TX.    
2. Update on NERC ATC Drafting Team Progress
Ms. Kirby stated that she had spoken to Mr. Lohrman of NERC earlier about the progress of the ATC Standards Drafting Team.  The goal is to complete and post MOD-001 during the November 2-3 meeting, but the recent FERC comments on the definitions of ATC and AFC may postpone this posting.  Mr. Kovacs had no indication of which way the discussion on definitions would lead, but stated the purpose of the October 30th NERC ATCDT call was to discuss this item.  
3. R05004 Item D (defining whether contract path [for systems using flow-based analysis is between control areas of between Transmission Service Providers])
Mr. Wood stated that the group should discuss whether this item was an OASIS issue and how to proceed.  Mr. Saini stated that the contract path should match the interchange schedules and be between Control Areas.  The group then discussed the definition of Control Area.  Mr. Saini stated that additional clarification of Control Area might also be required.

The group set out scope during the September 7th conference call.  The scope was to define contract path as existing between Transmission Service Providers.  Ms. Rehman stated that not enough was known on the background of this item.  Mr. Busbin stated that contract path should be between scheduling entities, whichever entity that is.  Mr. Wood noted that east and west definition for contract path was very likely different.  In the Eastern Interconnection, the contract path is generally between Transmission Service Providers.  Ms. Kirby noted that the original request language stated that the definition would not apply to ERCOT or the Western Interconnection.  Ms. Rehman stated that more information was needed on the purpose of this language; i.e., why does it need to be defined as between either Control Areas or Transmission Service Providers?  The group discussed the difficulties that could exist in defining contract path for transmission that flows through the MISO flowgates.  Mr. Saini asked if a path that flows across MISO is defined as one path across the system or whether it is dropped by the mid MISO internal flowgate.  

Mr. Bissonnette also asked if the definition for contract path should be standardized under these facts.  In order to better develop language for this item, the group asked the following questions during the meeting: 

· Should there be a requirement that defines Contract Path is between Control Areas or Transmission Service Providers?  If so, why?
· If there is no requirement defining Contract Path as such, what issues arise?
· Is this issue commercial or reliability?
· Why should it only apply to systems using flow-based analysis?  

· Should the definition apply to the Western Interconnection and ERCOT?

These questions will be submitted to the industry for a round of informal comments.  All comments submitted will be reviewed by the ESS/ITS and BPS during their November 15, 2006 meeting.
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 Network Native Load is from TSP to TSP, but could affect internal flowgates.  The group reviewed the scope for this item discussed during the September 7th meeting:
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 [ASTFC]) 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
Ms. Rehman asked if the requester wanted such information posted once there is a denial or posted in conjunction with query offerings.  She stated that historical Network Native Load should be posted in parentheses next to a posted transmission offering.  Ms. Rehman added that these postings should have the same transparency requirements as other postings.  The following questions were developed by the group to be presented to the industry:
· Should Transmission Providers be required to post the allocation value for the historical Native Network Load for Transmission Service Requests?
· Is this also applicable to ATC calculations?
· Under Order 889 (paragraph 37.6 (b)(2)(ii)), data used to calculate ATC must be available upon request.  Should ETC for AFC and ASTFC be treated the same?
· Should the BPS and ESS/ITS draft standard reasons for denial of service?
The group noted that the posting timing and location requirements for AFC/ATC/TTC/ASTFC would be included under Request R05004A, Item 3E.  These questions will also be posted for a round of industry informal comments.
5. R05004A Item 3E (business practices for calculation and frequency of posting ATC calculation) (frequency of calculation and frequency of posting)
Mr. Wood stated that this item was an expansion of the original scope, approved by the WEQ Executive Committee during the August 2006 meeting.  He added that this item was derived from the NAESB review of the OATT Noticed of Proposed Rulemaking.  Ms. Rehman stated that industry Transmission Service Providers had different ways of posting ATC.  The group discussed drafting posting requirements to make calculations be posted more consistently.  Mr. Wood questioned whether this item should include AFC, as the paragraph referenced for this item in the NOPR (paragraph 168) included AFC.  Mr. Wood will inform the EC of the decision to include AFC in this item and the reasons why, if it is so decided.  The group also discussed whether this item was reliability or commercial in nature.  Mr. Busbin stated that it  was both, because the frequency of calculation could decline and reliability issues could arise.  On the other hand, more transmission may be available than recognized and this caused commercial issues.  The following questions were drafted by the group to be submitted to the industry:

· How often do you think the posting of ATC and AFC should occur?

· How often should ATC be calculated?

· Is a business practice on the frequency of ATC calculation needed?

 These questions will also be submitted for informal comments.  Comments submitted will be reviewed by the ESS/ITS and BPS during their November 15th meeting.  
6. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings

Ms. Kirby discussed the possible dates for the next joint NERC/NAESB ATC meeting.  She asked the chairs to provide input on whether a joint meeting was needed for mid-December, or whether a meeting in January would be more productive.  
7. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn and Mr. Saini seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 4:10 p.m. Central time.

8.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization

	Bissonnette
	Victor
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	Jim
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	NAESB
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	Ross
	Georgia Transmission

	Perlman
	Marjorie
	Energy East

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy

	Sorenson
	Paul
	OATI

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Company
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