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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 – December 6, 2006
DATE:

December 13, 2006
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
DECEMBER 6, 2006 CONFERENCE CALL MEETING
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. Wood moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Saini seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the September 27, 2007 minutes as drafted.  Mr. Slagel seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  Mr. Wood moved to adopt the October 10, 2006 minutes as drafted and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  Minor corrections were made to the October 27, 2006 minutes.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the minutes as modified and Mr. Saini seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  Several changes were made to the November 15, 2006 minutes.  Mr. Saini moved to adopt the minutes as modified and Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  All changes made to minutes can be viewed in the final minutes link for that meeting.    
2. Update on NERC ATC Drafting Team Progress
Ms. York stated that the expected posting date for MOD 001-1 for comment was now December 15, 2006. 
3. 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])
Mr. Wood noted that Southern Company did not intend to respond to this item in their informal comments and asked the group to disregard the “no” answer.  The group reviewed the scope agreed upon during the September 7, 2006 meeting for this item.  The scope stated that the group would draft a definition that contract path was between Transmission Service Providers.  Although there were comments that control areas were the entities that control transmission movement, the subcommittees did decide to submit the definition based on the scoping decision for informal comments.  Language was added to the already existing NAESB definition for Contract Path.  Below is the modified definition submitted for informal comments on December 7, 2006:

Contract Path: A predetermined electrical path established for scheduling and commercial settlement purposes that represents the continuous flow of electrical energy between the parties to a transaction. The contract path is between Transmission Service Providers but does not necessarily represent the actual path of energy flow.
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)
The group reviewed Comments from Southern Company for the Draft Standards Language for R05004A Item 1A, 1D and 3E submitted by J. Wood.  Mr. Wood stated that the frequency of posting was addressed by Item 3E.  Mr. Saini questioned if this item also included ETC, as well as ATC.  Mr. Wood said that some Transmission Service Providers do not post Network Native Load and therefore the ETC calculation is not posted.  Mr. Wood stated that all data that changes a calculation for a posted path should be posted.  
Mr. Pritchard stated that Historical Native Load is used in flowgate allocations for utilities doing AFC calculations with shared flowgates.  Typically companies using ATC do not account for Historical Native Load.  Mr. Pritchard explained that parties that utilize flowgate methodologies could post a lower AFC value than what is available because they are only posting their portion of it.  Mr. Pritchard agreed that “if posted paths are affected” was the correct qualifier for whether or not this type of information is posted.  Mr. Wood added that the group should considered grandfathered Network allocations and the posting of them when drafting business practices.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the Network and Native Load was an agreed to allocation that Transmission Service Providers use for allocation of availability.  It is not a function of new transmission service requests.  Mr. Pritchard added that if a TSP is posting a number lower than total capability because of Network Native Load, that information should be posted.  

Mr. Wood explained that core responses on systems for denial would be valuable to Customers.  If a Customer is denied on a path that goes through their systems because of no ATC, a core response should offer information that the transmission was refused because of no ATC at either the POR or POD.  Mr. Pritchard asked if it would be better to develop standard responses or provide guidelines on what information should be included in responses.  Mr. Wood stated that either method would be an improvement.  
The group reviewed Comments from Bonneville Power Administration for the Draft Standards Language for R05004A Item 1A and 3E submitted by B. Rehman.  Ms. Rehman stated that BPA had answered no to the first question because those using power flows to determine ETC values may be unable to identify those flows contributed by Network load v. PTP load.  Mr. Saini agreed with Ms. Rehman’s statement.  Mr. Busbin asked the group to remember the original thought behind the request; for clear values to be posted for ATC even when multiple owners are part of the equation.  Ms. Rehman stated that the subcommittees might need to draft two or three scenarios to account for cases of single ownership versus multiple ownership.  Ms. Rehman noted that MISO/PJM was supposed to provide additional information on postings of ATC values and their calculations of Historical Native Load (please reference the July 19, 2006 minutes).  Mr. Slagel noted that he would ask Mr. Middleton and Mr. Mallinger for additional information they were to provide on ATC value postings.  Ms. Rehman asked that the group set aside discussion on this topic until further information was provided by PJM/MISO.  
5. R05004A Item 3E (business practices for calculation and frequency of posting ATC calculation) (frequency of calculation and frequency of posting)
The group reviewed Southern Company’s comments on item 3E.  The group discussed when and how often ATC should be updated and posted.  Mr. Saini stated that the FERC had given posting guidelines in Order 638.  Mr. Slagel asked when the cutoff for scheduling changes was observed in order for those change to be posted.  Mr. Busbin stated that scheduling timelines are set in an entities tariff.  Mr. Slagel stated that for larger footprints to refresh all assumptions that are included in a calculation, more time would be necessary to make the changes than for a smaller market.  Mr. Wood stated that this would need to be considered when drafting the business practice.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the relevant language in Order 638 was found under the discussion for Standard 4.18, pages 82-86.  The comments on this standard state the following: “we continue to believe that is preferable for Transmission Service Providers to decrement ATC internally and schedule and decrement postings as confirmed.” 

Ms. Rehman stated that ATC postings should be modified when there was a change in the calculation factors.  Ms. Rehman added that Order 889 and the NERC MOD 001 contained additional information on the posting of ATC.  She agreed that Order 638 defined a two step process for making changes to postings, but added that there were other cases when ATC has to be adjusted that are further outlined in Order 889.  

The subcommittees decided to create a work paper that included all the minimum requirements for ATC postings from the FERC Orders and NERC MOD 001.  Ms. Rehman clarified that the subcommittees should not re-write what is included in the Orders and the NERC standard, but rather draft the standards to implement them.  She added that there is a presumption in the industry that entities follow the guidelines in the Orders, but that is not necessarily the case.  In response to this discussion the following documents were created: Work paper compiling FERC Orders and NERC posting requirements for ATC for work on Item 3E of R05004A and FERC and NERC Minimum Current Requirements Chart for Calculations and Frequency of Posting ATC/TTC.  Mr. Wood took the action item to finish the chart of minimum requirements.        
6. Other Business/Next Steps/Future Meetings

A meeting was scheduled for January 8, 2006 from 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. to continue work on item 3E and to review comments submitted on item 1D.  Mr. Slagel will also try to have an update on information requested for item 1A for the subcommittees to review.      
7. Adjourn
Mr. Saini moved to adjourn and Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:45 p.m. Central time.  
8.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company

	Erhardt
	Blaine
	Basin Electric

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB

	Loebach
	Beth
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Pritchard
	Alan
	Duke Energy

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy

	Slagel
	Ron
	MISO

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Company

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority


� “Open Access Same-time Information Systems and Standards of Conduct”, Order 638; Docket No. RM95-9-003 (Issued February 25, 2006), reference found on pages 82-86.  
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