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Final Minutes

1.  
Welcome

Mr. Yeung called the meeting to order and welcomed the participants.  The participants in the room introduced themselves, followed by those participating via conference call.  Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.  The agenda was adopted by consent.  The draft minutes from the WEQ SRS meeting on 5/12/04 in Houston, TX were adopted by consent.

2.
Report on Operate Within Limits Business Practices Task Force

Mr. Yeung began the discussion by reviewing the comments received from Duke Power and Entergy concerning the OWL Scoping document entitled “Scope Document for NERC Operating Within Interconnection Reliability Operating Limits.” This document is located on the NAESB website at www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_srs051804req/com1.doc. The Duke Power comments are located at www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_srs051804dukepower.doc.  The Entergy comments are located at www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_srs051804entergy.doc.  

After reviewing the Duke Power comments the group discussed the appropriateness of NAESB developing regional, interregional, or sub-regional procedures that deal with congestion management including  transmission loading relief (TLR).  Mr. Yeung commented that due to the nature of the problem, a standardized transmission loading relief procedure would probably not be appropriate for the entire continent.  Mr. Paulson gave an example of how regional procedures work in the western area and suggested that a communication process should be utilized within regions that would prompt other methods of relief within those regions before a TLR is implemented.  Ms. Kedrowski explained that a process is utilized in her area  which is built around neighboring utilities increasing or decreasing their generation to manage/relieve congestion.  The neighboring utilities use this process in order to avoid implementing TLR.  However, Ms. Kedrowski explained that utilizing this procedure has raised the problem of redispatch costs and how it should be shared between the neighboring utilities.

The group then reviewed the PJM/MISO JOA (Joint Operating Agreement Between the Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. and PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.) posted on the NAESB website at www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_srs062404w10.pdf.  Mr. Paulson suggested that a provision should be placed into the joint operating procedure that would deal with situations in which either or both operating entities were not able to meet the limits set in the agreement. 

Mr. Yeung suggested to the group that it would be appropriate for NAESB to become involved with the commercial (payment) issues that surround these types of redispatch operations.   Mr. Yeung then asked the group to consider if it would be appropriate for NAESB to require coordination, like that of the PJM/MISO JOA, within a standard.  Mr. Rana told the group that a new subcommittee formed by NERC called LTATF is dealing with the same type of issues and that it might benefit NAESB to review the decisions of the LTATF when deciding how best to handle these issues of redispatch and maintaining reliable levels.   

Mr. Yeung then informed the group that NERC had asked for NAESB to be a part of this process and that Mr. Rana was currently the joint member of both groups.  Mr. Yeung also suggested that in trying to develop a NAESB standard on operating within limits, a solution might be to extend elements of the the PJM/MISO Joint Operating Agreement, to other regions of the country.  However, Mr. Yeung suggested that though it may be appropriate for the NAESB standard to apply on a regional level, it may not be appropriate or possible to extend it further to the local or sub-regional levels.  Mr. Paulson agreed with this suggestion, and added that such agreements should be written to suit whatever area or region in which they would be functioning.  

The group then considered the cost issue involved in redispatch under a JOA.  Mr. Paulson explained that under the PJM/MISO JOA, the entity that dispatches relief does not generally bill the receiver of that relief, because the dispatcher will require the same services from the receiver in the near future.  Also, the dispatcher looks upon the cost of the redispatch as a savings, compared to the cost of implementing a TLR.   Mr. Paulson also suggested that development of redispatch procedures might be an area where NAESB implements a general standard concerning reimbursement and cost, but still allow for the local cooperating area to decide how compensation should take place.  Mr. Yeung followed up by saying a NAESB standard for redispatch might be framed in the following manner: “A reliability authority area should have a local redispatch procedure in place with appropriate redispatch cost assignment.”  Mr. Erik agreed with the suggested language and commented that the NAESB standard should operate at such a level so as not to infringe upon what local areas may already have in place for redispatch.  The group also agreed that the NAESB standard should not be called “TLR.”  

Mr. Yeung explained that if the standard was written in such a manner, it would be necessary for NAESB to require hainge information available on which flow gates would be involved, where those flow gates are located, and what reliability based operational imits should be monitored on those flow gates.  Mr. Yeung asked the group whether this would be an appropriate step for NAESB to take.  Mr. Yeung explained that if NAESB words the standard in a general manner and makes no specific requirements within in its text, then those specifics would be left up to persons and processes unknown.  Mr. Yeung continued by asking the group whether it was appropriate for NAESB to write a standard requiring the use of regional redispatch, and not be involved in the details of the procedures.  He also asked the group to consider if a NAESB standard written on regional redispatch would take away from NERC Operating Policy 9 “Reliability Coordinator Procedures” Section 3 that gives regions the discretion to choose between a local or regional procedure and NERC’s TLR Policy.  Mr. Rana asked if NERC’s Operating Policy 9 meant for TLR to be a “fall back” option and whether the local procedures should be implemented before TLR under NERC’s provisions.  Mr. Yeung commented that if the suggested NAESB standard were adopted, it would mean the local procedures would be implemented first.

Mr. Yeung suggested that the NAESB requirement should be written so that regions and sub-regions are not able to forego any feasible redispatch solutionsthat allows market participants to avoid TLR.  The group then discussed how to proceed with the standard drafting so that it would be effective, but not be overly comprehensive.  A suggestion was made to include within the requirement a “least-cost redispatch option.”  The group decided to ask the drafting team for this standard (yet to be assigned) to include within its research the topic “Optimize Redispatch Cost v. TLR.”     

The WEQ SRS then reviewed comments submitted by Entergy concerning the OWL Scoping Document. Entergy suggested that while developing a redispatch standard would be appropriate on a regional level, it would not be appropriate for a sub regional area.   The Entergy comments continued with NAESB developing broad guidance for the regions when developing these redispatch procedures.   Entergy comment’s also suggested that NAESB should not adopt conflicting local procedure standards.  There was some discussion over the seams effort and the effect on local redispatch procedures.   Entergy’s comments were also covered as part of the earlier discussion on Duke’s comments. The participants in the meeting decided to reflect these comments in the scope document.

Mr. Yeung told the group that the WEQ SRS should have the draft document ready for Mr. Oberski to present at the next meeting of the WEQ Executive Committee in August.  Mr. Yeung suggested the formation of a drafting team to take on this task and there was some discussion on where such a drafting team would exist within the WEQ’s framework.  Mr. Yeung also suggested the group consult with Mr. Oberski on how to go about forming the drafting team.  After some discussion, there was a general agreement that the drafting team should reside in the WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee.

3.
Report on NERC Market Committee
Mr. Yeung reviewed an email from Mr. Lohrman regarding the NERC MSSCWG (Market Committee SRS/Seams Coordinating Working Group) Report for Summer Standing Committee Meeting.  Under Recommendation 2 of the first section “Standard”, the MSSCWG recommends that the Standard Authorization Committee and Operating Committee assign a liaison to the WEQ SRS drafting team that will be working on the “Operate Within Interconnected Reliability Limits” business practice.  Mr. Yeung suggested that this recommendation by MSSCWG be included in the WEQ SRS’s report to Mr. Obersky.  

Mr. Yeung told the group that Mr. Rana is the joint NAESB participant in the Standard 600 effort.  The email sent by the MSSCWG also updated the SRS on the formation of a new task force called the LTATF which will be taking over the task of updating and standardizing reliability and business practice standards around ATC/AFC issues. The draft scope of the LTATF can be found on the NERC website at www.nerc.com/~mc/ltatf.html and a link to the website can also be found on the NAESB website under the WEQ SRS.

WEQ SRS was asked to provide feedback on the scope of the LTATF and to determine if the ATC/AFC issues are mainly reliability or commercial.  Mr.Yeung explained that it is appropriate for NAESB to begin scoping out the business issues that the LTATF was created to address.  Mr. Yeung then explained that Mr. Rana was the joint NAESB member for this task force.  Mr. Yeung also suggested that the WEQ SRS should include a recommendation to assign additional NAESB representatives to the LTATF in its report to Mr. Oberski.   

4.
Review Assess Transmission Future Needs and Develop Transmission Plans SAR, v.2

Mr. Yeung informed the group that the Joint Interface Committee will be recommending the Assess Transmission Future Needs and Develop Transmission Plans SAR at their next meeting.  Mr. Yeung continued by saying the WEQ SRS would draft an initial review document concerning the SAR for the JIC to review.  

At this point the group reviewed the document “Discussion points for Initial Review of NERC SAR – Assess Transmission Future Needs and Develop Transmission Plans” posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_srs062404w11.doc.  After discussion over the first question (“What, if any, are the requirements to be included in the NERC standard to investigate no-build alternatives?”) and no-build alternatives, the group decided it would be worthwhile to note the no-build alternatives but that the NERC SAR seems appropriate as far as addressing this issue.  Mr. Yeung suggested that comments on this issue should go through the NERC comments process, but at this time no NAESB business practices have been identified concerning this issue.  

After discussion over the second bulleted question, (“Are there any restrictions against third party financing of transmission build solutions?”), the group decided to include in the initial review document the following question: “Are there any requirements for third party funding that should be developed as NAESB business practice?”  

Next, the group reviewed the third bulleted question (“How are market driven needs for transmission capacity addressed by this standard? Will the planning requirements take into account contracts for delivery of power short of the time frame for the required studies?”),  concerning transmission capacity and the attached comments.  The group discussed a potential business practice under this issue concerning RTO’s providing the market with information on the cost involved in improving congestion in an area, so that the market would be better informed.  

The group discussed the final bulleted question (“Additionally, are short-term firm agreements that recur [< 1 year] that recur and that consistently cause congestion on the same interfaces, considered in longer term reliability assessments?”),  in the document.  The group then decided to recommend that the RTOs also provide information on the direction they see the market headed based upon historical use of the system.  The intent would be to inform the market where the transmission construction or upgrades were needed to meet market demands for transmission.  

Mr. Rana volunteered to draft the WEQ SRS’s initial review document over the “Review Assess Transmission Future Needs and Develop Transmission Plans SAR, v. 2.”  Mr. Johnson informed the group that he would find out when the JIC will be reviewing the SAR.

5.
Cybersecurity Permanent SAR
Mr. Johnson told the group that NERC has not yet completed the drafting document concerning the permanent version of this SAR.  Mr. Yeung commented that the first version of this SAR had very little commercial impact and that in the new SAR cyber controls (including ETAG) were meant to be extended to independent entities.  Mr. Johnson answered that the new version of this SAR appears to cover all entities.  Mr. Johnson also informed the group that there was some dissention within NERC concerning the extended cyber security controls by the ISO and RTO community because it set controls that were more bureaucratic than needed to accomplish the intended goals.  After further discussion, the WEQ SRS decided to wait for NERC to inform them of the status of this SAR before the group moved on further action concerning the Cybersecurity Permanent SAR.  

6.
Certification Standards (assigned by JIC to NERC for further development on 09-18-03)

The group decided to cover this topic at their next meeting.

7.
Continued Monitoring of previously reviewed NERC SARs and/or standards under 
development

The group decided to cover this topic at their next meeting.

8.
New Business
No new business was discussed at this time.

9.
Adjourn

Mr. Johnson moved to adjourn, and Mr. Rana seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:12 p.m. by consent.                  

9.  
Attendance

	Name:
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	Notes:

	Michael Desselle
	AEP
	In Person

	Ollie Frazier
	Duke Power
	Phone

	Alan Johnson
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	We Energies
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	DeDe Kirby
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	NAESB
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	PJM Interconnection
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	Raj Rana
	AEP
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	Charles Yeung
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