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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 Meeting in Dallas, TX – November 15, 2006
DATE:

December 4, 2006
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
november 15, 2006 Meeting; dallas, TX
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. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Ms. York asked that the adoption of the minutes and the update on the NERC ATC Drafting Team (ATCDT) be postponed to the end of the agenda in order to begin business for those participants leaving early.  Mr. Pritchard moved to adopt the agenda as revised and Mr. Slagel seconded the motion.  The revised agenda was adopted by consensus.    
2. Update on NERC ATC Drafting Team Progress
Discussion delayed until next meeting.  
3. R05004A Item B (granting of partial service by capacity requested, both partial period and partial MW)
The group reviewed Comments from Southern Company for the Draft Standards Language for R05004A Item 1B submitted by J. Wood.  Mr. Sorenson stated there were basic decisions to be made regarding EXTENDED service: if a full service increment does not exist at the end of EXTENDED, does it attach to the previous service or become its own partial increment?  In addition, should maximum capacity be offered on contiguous service increments?  Should every service increment be evaluated on its own merit?

Mr. Pritchard stated that the first sentence of the second paragraph of the drafted language addressed capacity levels for service increments.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he understood the language would result in the following example: If an increment has been requested for more than a year and 15 months can be given, the first 12 months would be an increment and the next 3 months would be an additional increment.  If the Transmission Provider (TP) can offer 500 MWs for the first year but only 100 for the remaining increment, the TP should offer the maximum amount (100 MW) for the partial service period that it can provide for.  The group agreed that Mr. Wood’s edits to the first paragraph of the example language could be carried forward.  Mr. Saini stated that the last sentence should read “unless stated in the TPs tariff” instead of “and the service increment has a TS_WINDOW of EXTENDED”.  Mr. Saini clarified that the present language could mean that the requested service may have a TS_WINDOW of EXTENDED, or it could mean that the TP may have to offer the EXTENDED service.  He stated that currently the customer cannot request a service that is not offered.  The group agreed to the change.

The group discussed the level of capacity to be granted within a given service increment.  Mr. Slagel made a suggestion that it be changed to the minimum level available.  The group disagreed stating that it should be the maximum level available.  
Mr. Sorenson asked if an example for EXTENDED service should be included.  The group agreed the concept was somewhat confusing and that an example would help to clarify the language.  Mr. Sorenson asked that the group consider the practice of Bonneville Power Administration: BPA runs a flexible system in which the maximum amount of transmission can be requested for the minimum term, or vice versa.  Mr. Pewarski stated that the marketers should have already built this type of capability into their systems.  Mr. Pritchard stated that marketers often cannot tell whether capacity has been displaced and where capacity is available.  He suggested the team not write provisions contrary to the flexibility of the BPA system, but that it not be specified word by word in the draft language for partial service.  

The first example given by Mr. Sorenson was the following: Partial offers for annual service of 30 months (EXTENDED) may vary over for the first two 12-month annual increments and final 6-month period, and partial offers for monthly service for 45 days (EXTENDED) may vary over the first 30-day monthly increment and final 15 day period.  

Mr. Saini stated that his example could leave too much up to interpretation.  Mr. Rosenberg suggested that language be added to clarify that EXTENDED could vary from year to year, but not within a year.  Mr. Saini suggested the following example: if a long term firm EXTENDED service is requested for 100 MW for a 30 month period and only 50 MW is available for the first year, 75 MW for the second year, and 90 MW for the remaining 6 months, then the COUNTEROFFER shall be for 50 MW for the first year, 75 MW for the second year, and 90 MW for the remaining 6 months.  Mr. Sorenson stated that this example returned to the question of whether the remaining service increment for partial should be pulled into the prior service increment, or whether it should stand alone.  Mr. Sorenson stated that specificity was needed in the standard without all the optionality for interpretation.  Mr. Pritchard stated that Mr. Saini’s example did not exactly fit with the language in the second paragraph, which seemed to state that the remaining service increment was stand alone.  

The group reviewed the definitions of EXTENDED and SLIDING service in WEQ001-2.1.10.  Mr. Sorenson explained that there was basically no difference between the two types of service.  Mr. Pritchard stated that SLIDING yearly service is for one year and EXTENDED yearly service is for multiple years, but multiple SLIDING yearlies can be requested.  Mr. Pewarski stated that EXTENDED service could go beyond a year but must be requested in yearly increments.  If a request is needed for 18 months, it must  be submitted for two years.  Mr. Wood stated that although it must be requested as such, it does not have to be offered in the same manner.  Mr. Sorenson stated that this was effectively the question the subcommittee was trying to answer and write a business practice for.  After discussion, it was determined that BPA was the only entity known to the subcommittees that offered EXTENDED service and that the remaining portion of the requested service was a stand alone increment.  Mr. Slagel stated that MISO, if they offered EXTENDED Service, would prefer it to be a stand alone increment.  The following example was included in the language:

In the case of EXTENDED services, the balance of the term of service that is less than one full service increment shall be considered a separate service increment for the purpose of granting partial service.  For example a request for 75 days of a monthly EXTENDED service where the first month has 30 MW, the second month has 90 MW, and third month has 50 MW available, will be counteroffered with 30 MW for the first month and 90 MW for the second month and 50 MW for the balance of the fractional month of 15 days.   
The meeting participants agreed to the addition of the example.  Mr. Wood agreed that his comments were answered.  Please see the attachment to these minutes for changes made during the meeting (Revised language for Item B (partial service) for R05004A). 

The group agreed that this language would not go out for informal comment again until after the NERC team had a chance to review prior to a joint meeting of NERC and NAESB. 
4. 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])
Discussion on this item was delayed.
5. 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)
Discussion on this item was delayed.
6. R05004A Item 3E (business practices for calculation and frequency of posting ATC calculation) (frequency of calculation and frequency of posting)
Discussion on this item was delayed.  
7. Review MOD 001 and provide feedback to NERC ATCDT

The group reviewed Comments on MOD 001, J. Wood.  Mr. Wood stated that Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) should be included in the list of acronyms in the standard under requirement 3 and others.  Mr. Wood noted that there was no methodology in the proposed standard to tell you how to change the TFC.  He added that it should be included.
Mr. Pritchard commented that all suggested requirements such as R1.2.2. should be struck because the posting and communication of the item was commercial in nature.  He explained that NAESB and NERC standards should never be written so that both could be violated by one action.  All such requirements were struck in the comments.  
The group discussed whether ETC was commercial or reliability in nature.  Mr. Wood acknowledged that ETC was listed as a component of ATC, and therefore as it varied, so could ATC.  The group noted that R1.5.2 did not include response factors.  It was suggested that the NERC timeline for the completion of the standard did not allow for these items to be included.  The group agreed that it was not the place of the NAESB team to comment on what was not included by NERC in the standard.  Rather, that was the job of the industry and the NAESB team would only comment on what was proposed.  The term ultimate was added to Source and Sink in R1.5.4.  Mr. Sorenson clarified that ultimate Source and Sink was the Generator that ramps and the Load that receives.  He stated that many entities used the Control Area as a Source or a Sink when it was distant from the ultimate intended entity.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the frequency of posting under R1.5.6.12 was a commercial issue.  The subcommittees questioned whether R11.1 (one year or longer) was a new horizon.  R9 illustrates a planning horizon of 13 months..
To view all comments made to proposed MOD 001 during this meeting, please see the attachment to these minutes (NAESB team comments to MOD 001 11/15/06).  

The group will review their comments with the NERC ATCDT on November 17th.   
8. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings

The next date for a joint NERC/NAESB meeting is to be determined based on the posting date for MOD 001.  The next meeting of the BPS and ESS/ITS will be held on December 6th via conference call.  The items not covered during this meeting will comprise the agenda for December 6th.    
9. Adjourn
Mr. Saini moved to adjourn and Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:55 p.m. Central time.  
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	Busbin
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	DeDe
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	Jim
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	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Rosenberg
	Marv
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	FERC
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	Sorenson
	Paul
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	Summe
	Martin
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	JT
	Southern Company
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	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
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