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Via posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS), Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
Jonathan Booe, Project Manager/Meeting Administration
RE:
NAESB WEQ BPS, and ESS/ITS Meeting Final Minutes – February 13, 2008
DATE:

July 10, 2008


NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

NAESB BPS, ESS and ITS Meeting

February 13, 2008 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Pacific
Hosted by Seirra Pacific – Reno, Nevada
FINAL Minutes

1. Welcome

Mr. Wood opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Booe read the antitrust guidelines.  Mr. Wood reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the group add a discussion concerning the additional meeting time offered by the ESS/ITS on March 10-11, 2008.  Mr. Skiba stated that he would like to add a recap of the February 5, 2008 WEQ Executive Meeting to the agenda.  The participants accepted the additions.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended and Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  

2. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes 

The participants reviewed the January 18, 2008 meeting minutes as redlined by Mr. Skiba.  Mr. Pritchard offered a few minor corrections to the redlined minutes and made a motion to adopt them as revised.  Mr. Green seconded the motion and the motion passed without objection.  The final minutes can be found on the NAESB website through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc011808fm.doc.

3. ESS/ITS/BPS Additional Joint Meeting Time

Ms. Otondo informed the group that the ESS/ITS offered to give up their meeting time in Phoenix on March 10-11, 2008 if the ESS/ITS/BPS determines it is needed.  Mr. Skiba stated that he believes the time is needed and suggested that the ESS/ITS/BPS accept the ESS/ITS offer.  Ms. Otondo made a motion to accept the meeting dates offered by the ESS/ITS and extend the meeting times from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm Mountain Standard Time.  The motion passed without opposition.  Mr. Green and Mr. Pritchard abstained.
4. Recap of EC Meeting

Mr. Skiba reviewed the Joint BPS and ESS/ITS ATC/AFC Subcommittee Process presentation.  He stated that he created the document in response to the recommendations offered by the WEQ Executive Committee (EC) at the February 5, 2008 meeting.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the EC also suggested limiting discussion on specific issues to a certain amount of time.   Ms. McQuade noted that this tactic would require the subcommittee to take votes at the end of the discussion periods and move forward with other issues.  Mr. Wood stated that the subcommittee will no longer be able to provide answers to the comments submitted to during the formal comment period, given the current time restraints.  Ms. McQuade noted that the chairs of the subcommittee could provide comments to the EC.  She also stated that the NAESB office could offer support by reviewing the recommendations for formatting and grammatical corrections before posting.  The participants supported the recommendations of the EC.
5. ATC/TTC Narrative Recommendation 
The participants reviewed the Recommended Standards to Address ATC-TTC Narratives - Revised 1/31/08 (Redline) work paper.  Mr. Wood presented his two minor corrections to standards Y.2.2 and Z.2.2.  The participants supported his modifications.  Mr. Skiba noted that Mr. Rodriquez recommended that two text strings be added to standard to Z.2.3.5 during the February 8, 2008 NERC/NAESB meeting.  The participants approved the text strings and they were added to the recommendation.  Mr. Skiba noted that standard Z.1.3 contains the language “time of last update”, and that at the previous meeting we voted that the narratives do not have to be updated.  Ms. Otondo stated that there is no implication from the systemdata template that narratives need to be updated.  After further discussion the participants decided to modify the language in the standard.  The participants removed the “time of last update” language from the 013-3.3.1.  The participants continued to review the necessary changes to WEQ 002 (S&CP), WEQ 003 (Data Dictionary), and WEQ013 (Implementation Guide), making minor corrections. 
Next, the participants reviewed the Examples section of the document.  Mr. Pritchard noted that examples are not correct.  Mr. Skiba asked if the examples had to be included in the recommendation for the group to vote on the standard.  Ms. McQuade stated that the subcommittee could vote on the standard subject to a small group making corrections to the examples.  Mr. Saini stated that he believes the examples are useful but doesn’t believe they should be included in the document.  Ms. Otondo stated that if the examples add value, they should be included.  Mr. Skiba made a motion to include the Appendices for the change narrative and zero narrative examples in WEQ-013 consistent with the WEQ-001 which will be finalized by a small group prior to posting the recommendation for formal comment.  The motion passed without opposition.  Mr. Wood, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Green, and Mr. Slagel volunteered to make the corrections.
Ms. Otondo suggested that the participants review the ESS-ITS-BPS Parking Lot Issues document before voting on the standard.  The participants agreed.  The group noted that item number one had been completed and that item number three could be addressed by the NAESB office.  To address item number two, Ms. Rehman suggested that the language “fields shall be delimited by semicolons” be added to Z.2.3.  The participants supported the modification and the language was added throughout the document where necessary.  The modified ESS-ITS-BPS Parking Lot Issues document can be found through the following hyperlink:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc021308a3.doc.
Ms. Rehman made a motion to approve posting for formal comment Request No.: 2008 AP Item 2.b.v.3 & 2008 AP Item 2.a.i.3 as finalized and cleaned up by NAESB Staff and the small group on the examples.  Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion, and Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion passed a balanced vote 6 to 1.  [See Vote 1].

	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	5
	0
	5
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	6
	1
	7


The modifications made to the recommendation can be found on the NAESB website through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc021308a1.doc.

6. Load Forecast and Actual Load
Mr. Wood reviewed the Recommended Standards to Address Actual and Forecast Load work paper.

Mr. Skiba suggested that the group discuss the conceptual issues surrounding the item before moving to the standards language.  The participants reviewed the Order 890 and Order 890-A language contained in the recommendation.  Mr. Saini recommended that the participants determine if Load Forecast is based on the next day/future forecast or the prior day, as a threshold issue.  Mr. Saini and Mr. Wood interpreted the Order 890 to require Load Forecasts to be based on the next day/future forecast.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the FERC does not view the forecasts as competitive information in Order 890.  Mr. Middleton stated that Midwest ISO considers the information confidential and will ask for a waiver if needed.  The group discussed the timing of the Load Forecast posting requirement of Order 890.  Mr. Green stated that posting historical data does not make sense for FERC monitoring.  Ms. Franz stated that posting the load forecast the day after would allow Transmission Providers (TPs) to provide more information concerning the underlying assumptions.  Ms. Otondo noted that the 37.6(b)(3)(iv) of Order 890 says “the day prior”.  Ms. Rehman made a motion that TPs shall post the final Load Forecasts required in 18 CFR for the previous day and may post for a future day.   Mr. Pritchard noted that the motion prevents posting in advance and precludes from posting for a future day.  After further discussion, Mr. Skiba called the question.  The motion passed.  Mr. Wood opposed.  Mr. Green asked for a balanced vote.  The motion failed a balanced vote 3.3333 to 3.6666.  [See Vote 2].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	5
	1
	6
	1.666667
	0.333333
	2

	Generation
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Marketers/Brokers
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	1
	2
	3
	0.666667
	1.333333
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	3.333333
	3.666667
	7


Ms. Mendrala suggested that the standard be drafted so that it requires a posting but leaves the past or future requirement to the discretion of the Transmission Providers.  Mr. Wood made a motion that TPs shall post the final Load Forecasts required in 18 CFR in advance of the forecasted period.  Mr. Green requested a balanced vote.  The motion passed a balanced vote 4.3333 to 1.6666.  [See Vote 3].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	2
	2
	4
	1
	1
	2

	Generation
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	
	
	 
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	2
	1
	3
	1.333333
	0.666667
	2

	Total
	 
	 
	 
	4.333333
	1.666667
	6


Next, the participants reviewed the Load Forecast Document created by Mr. Sorenson and began drafting the Concepts for Load Forecast Posting document.  The following concepts were documented by the participants:
1. When should the forecast be posted? The forecast should be posted in the future of the forecast - 

2. Is Actual Load to be a single daily value?

3. Is Actual Load to be system wide or system wide and native load?

4. Is the forecast to be a single daily value or corresponding to the ATC calculation time frame (e.g. Hourly, Daily, Monthly, etc?)

5. Define economic and weather assumptions

6. The regulatory text says a transmission provider’s forecast and actual load, what is meant by a “transmission provider’s” load? Does that mean control area/balancing area load, etc.?
7. Is the Forecast to be system wide or system wide and native load?

8. For actual load because provided next day is best available value sufficient?

9. What is the forecast granularity for TP’s and RTO’s

10. Do we have a clear definition of what Native Load it is?

11. Can we rely on what is in the ATCID implementation document to establish load forecast assumptions and require posting of significant deviations on a daily basis?

12. Define a footprint (e.g. market, reliability, tariff, etc.)
13. Decide on two different approaches to the load forecast documentation methodologies. 
14. Should there be separate standards for the regional or operational differences as applied to the MODs? 

The participants categorized the items and listed the status of those items previously determined.  Ms. Otondo made a motion to define Actual Daily Peak Load to be a single integrated clock hour peak value for the prior day using best available information.  She stated that her intent is to have one number that is the peak number for the past 24 hours.  The group discussed her motion.  The motion passed without opposition.
Ms. Franz made a motion that there shall be different aspects in the Standards to represent the differences within MOD 028, 029, 030.  She stated that motion should address the regional issues.  The motion passed without opposition.
Based upon Ms. Franz motion, the participants agreed to use Mr. Sorenson’s Recommendation on Load Forecast as baseline, as it is split by region.  Ms. Mendrala asked what granularity would be required in the forecasts for TPs and RTOs.  She asked if there would differentiations by CA or LSE obligations versus geography.  The participants discussed how ISOs and RTOs would be handled in the standards.  Ms. Mendrala made a motion that if the RTO/ISO is currently creating their footprint Load Forecast or Actual Daily Peak Load values based on an aggregation of the area values that are readily available (historical Control Area or Balancing Area, etc.), then those area values shall also be posted in addition to the footprint postings.   Using this area concept the standard need not require posting by LSE.  Mr. Green asked if there was a separate section of the Order that addresses this issue.  Ms. Otondo responded that Order 890-A addresses it.  The motion passed without any opposition.
Ms. Otondo made a motion that the Forecast Load shall be comparable to the Actual Daily Peak Load values (e.g. BA forecast to BA actual) but this does not require nor restrict the posting of additional Forecast Load or Actual Daily Peak Load values.  Ms. Otondo and Ms. Franz explained how posting would be done in the West.  The motion passed without opposition.
7. Other Business/Next Steps

Mr. Wood noted that the there is conference call is scheduled for February 21-22, 2008.  The group decided to change the meeting time from 8:00 am to 5:00 pm Central for both days. 

8. Adjourn

The meeting was adjourned at 4:49 pm Mountain Standard.
9. Attendance & Vote
	Name
	Organization
	Subsegment
	February 13th
	Vote 1
	Vote 2
	Vote 3

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power
	Transmission
	Phone
	
	Support
	

	Kevin Bates
	SPP
	IGO/RTO
	Present
	
	Oppose
	Support

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	
	Present
	
	
	

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Marketer/Broker
	Present
	Oppose
	Oppose
	Support

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Corp
	Transmission
	Present
	Support
	Support
	Oppose

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	
	Present
	
	
	

	Cheryl Mendrala
	ISO New England
	ISO/RTO
	Phone
	
	Oppose
	Support

	Larry Middleton
	Midwest ISO
	ISO/RTO
	Phone
	
	Support
	Oppose

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	Transmission
	Present
	
	
	

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Distribution
	Present
	Support
	Oppose
	Support

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Transmission
	Phone
	Support
	Support
	Support

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Transmission
	Present
	Support
	Oppose
	

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Present
	
	
	

	Ron Slagel
	Midwest ISO
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	Support
	
	

	Jerry Smith
	Arizona Public Service
	Transmission
	Present
	Support
	Support
	Oppose

	Don Williams
	PJM
	IGO/RTO
	Phone
	
	
	Abstain

	Jimmy Womack
	SPP
	IGO/RTO
	Present
	Support
	
	

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Transmission
	Present
	Support
	Support
	Support

	Kathy York
	TVA
	Generation
	Phone
	Support
	Support
	Abstain
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