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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; Houston, TX – May 3, 2007
DATE:

May 7, 2007


NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
May 3, 2007 conference call MEETING
FINAL Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Ms. Perlman moved to adopt the agenda and Ms. York seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Ms. York moved to adopt the April 17, 2007 minutes as drafted.  Ms. Perlman seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.      
2. Overview of April 23rd Joint meeting with NERC ATC Drafting Team
Mr. Wood said the joint teams reviewed the comments submitted on the newly revised NERC MOD-001.  The NERC Standards Drafting Team had compiled a list of the comments along with their summaries.  The NAESB time reviewed this document with the NERC team and identified areas that would require review by NAESB.  Most of these areas related to items identified for ATC posting requirements.  Mr. Wood clarified that the group did discuss posting flowgates and their ATC values.  The results of this meeting can be reviewed in the meeting minutes posted at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc042307dm.doc.  
Mr. Wood said the NERC group, at the adjournment of the joint meeting, broke off into their own subgroups to try and complete the NERC CBM and TRM MODs.  The team will review these standards with the NAESB team prior to the comment period posting on May 17th.  
3. Review and discuss any comments submitted on language drafted for MOD-003 (NERC plans to retire MOD-003 officially and has asked that NAESB address it in a business practice since it is not reliability related – language for the business practice was drafted on April 17th during the ESS/ITS and BPS meeting in Houston, TX)
Mr. Wood stated that the team had drafted language for NERC MOD-003 to be used for business practice purposes on April 17, 2007.  Comments on the language were due on May 1, 2007.  The first set of comments was submitted by Mr. Pewarski of MISO and is posted on the website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc050107_miso.doc.  Mr. Wood stated that any request from the industry for standards development must be put through the NAESB standards development process.  He clarified that this was classified under the joint NERC/NAESB standards development process and was being developed under a WEQ 2007 Annual Plan Item.  Mr. Pewarski asked if the subcommittee should reconsider development of standards under Order No. 890 on items that may not be valuable to the industry.  Mr. Wood stated that the subcommittee would move forward with its development of standards and MISO could file comments on the appropriateness of the standards.  NAESB does not advocate a position to the Commission.

Next, the subcommittee considered the second set of comments filed by Ms. Mendrala of ISO New England, and posted at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc050307w2.doc.  Ms. Mendrala stated that she had revisions on the organization of the draft language.  She modified R1.1 to be a stand alone requirement.  She also corrected the verbs.  Ms. Mendrala stated that even though there was language in the OASIS and S&CP on a company’s representation for OASIS administration, there was no language on how to ask questions concerning ATC values.  

There was discussion on the appropriateness of the standard.  Ms. Rehman asked the background of NERC MOD-003.  Mr. Wood stated it was part of NERC version 0 and came out of the NERC planning standards.  Ms. Rehman commented that this was pre-Order No. 889 and OASIS S&CP.  Ms. Rehman stated that other standards had made MOD-003 not necessary for the industry.  She advised that the draft standard not move forward.  However, she agreed that if the standard did move forward, it was best to reorganize it as Ms. Mendrala had suggested.  The subcommittee agreed.  

Ms. Franz commented that the Commission was encouraging providers and customers to work through standard questions by the use of such standards, without necessarily notifying the Commission of such questions.  The purpose was to streamline the transmission process.  If a TSP gives one Customer such information and posts it, all other Customers may benefit from that information.  Mr. Wood commented that ATC values must now be posted and any changes in those values must also be posted.  Ms. Rehman suggested that if the industry moved forward with such standards, a bulletin board or blog posting might be most beneficial.  Ms. Rehman encouraged the participants to consider the cost of such a standard versus its benefit.  
The group reviewed the next set of comments submitted by Mr. Stanton, representing EPSA.  The comments are posted at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc050307w3.doc.  Mr. Stanton stated that while sensitive to the issues surrounding Standards of Conduct (SOC), as discussed at the April 17 meeting, he thought such transparent information postings would be beneficial to the transmission process.  He also suggested that questions and answers be posted on a bulletin board for all to see to avoid issues of discrimination under the SOC.  Mr. Stanton said he did not envision these question and answer postings for urgent data, but rather for normal process questions.  He explained that answering the questions in a public manner might thwart the process of having to answer the same question multiple times.  He added that the correct answer at times might be that it is outside the scope of the tool.  

Ms. Rehman said that if the industry moves forward with the standard, criteria should be set so that TSPs were not answering policy questions.  Mr. Stanton agreed.  He added that such a tool could be used for CBM and all values included in ATC calculations.  

The BPS and ESS/ITS then reviewed comments submitted by Mr. Balu of WPS, posted at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc050307w4.doc.  Mr. Balu agreed with the language for the draft standard.  

Finally, the group reviewed comments submitted by Mr. Mucci of Williams Power, posted at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_atc_afc050307w5.doc.  Mr. Mucci’s first comment was addressed to the accessibility of the questions and answers.  Mr. Wood said the group had addressed a public posting above and agreed it was a good idea.  Mr. Mucci’s second comment addressed the time period for responses.  Mr. Wood stated that although some questions could be addressed quickly, others could not.  Mr. Saini reminded the group that the language had been drafted on the thought that the procedure would be included as a standard, but specifics would be left up to each company to file.  Mr. Wood said the subcommittee could write the standard at a very high level and leave specifics up to individual companies.  Mr. Pewarski said if all the details were included it would cause micromanagement of the customer service process provided by TSPs.  He added that it could become cumbersome and not cost effective.

Mr. Stanton said that the basis for Order No. 890 was the alleged unfair and non-transparent practices of TSPs.  He added that the transparency provided for by the this standard addressed the basic tenets of the Order.  Mr. Saini agreed that a procedure must be provided for under the Order.  Ms. Franz agreed with this statement.  However, both agreed the subcommittees should not provide such a detailed standard that it was difficult to comply with.  

Mr. Wood said there was no need to include a method of recourse for those who do not receive answers to their questions because the method already existed with the FERC hotline.  The group scoped out the following options for the standard:

Option 1 – nothing:

Cons:

· We have to coordinate with NERC, so we will need a legitimate reason why we did not do this

· Seems that FERC is giving direction for something to be established for communications

· No pros for option 1

Option 2 – general:  We go with what MOD-003 states – just a requirement for a place for posting a procedure but no details for the procedure – put the three items in your procedure – contact information, the amount of time, and manner of response – no specifics – specifics left up to TSP 

6 in favor of Option 2

Pros:

Option 3 – general plus some specifics: same as above, only add in minor specifics like putting responses on a bulletin board/blog with public type information posted – limit the type of responses you can use - such as telephone calls are not a valid response type

2 in favor of Option 3 

Pros:

· Posting answers could circumvent SOC concerns

· Forces Customers to ask good questions – puts everyone on notice that what they are asking and the answers on ATC are publicly posted

Option 4 – specific: standardize the entire procedure – specifics are not left up to the TSP

Cons: 

· most likely, not cost beneficial

· with such information standardized – the more specific, the more opportunity for conflict

No pros for Option 4 

(Please note that the above notes represent the options as scoped during the meeting.  Options 1 and 4, although considered, were struck by the group almost immediately following the subcommittee’s action of listing them.  This is represented by the hard strike.)
After option 1 and 4 were struck, the team discussed options 2 and 3.  Option 3 adds more specificity to option 2.  Mr. Stanton questioned if option 2 would be difficult to implement under the SOC.  Mr. Wood said that TSPs should know which answers give competitive advantages to customers.  Ms. Franz said that posting everything publicly should force customers to also consider SOC issues and the questions they ask.  Mr. Saini said this was not a mechanism to address SOC issues, as TSPs have other methods of handling such issues.  The group agreed.  Mr. Stanton noted that this answer was different from the concerns raised in the April 17th meeting.
The team voted on the options with 6 in favor of option 2
 and 2 in favor of option 3
.  The group agreed to try and draft an option that all supported.  Mr. Wood took the action item to draft a proposal for the May 10 meeting.  He will draft it as both a standard and as a bullet point to be included on the info page in OASIS.  
4. Begin drafting OASIS posting requirements resulting from redraft of MOD-001

No discussion at this time.  Agenda item will be included in the May 10 agenda.
5. Future Schedule of Meetings

Mr. Kovaks asked that NAESB attendees to the joint meeting (NERC ATC Standards Drafting Team and NAESB WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS) for ATC on May 17th in Atlanta, GA send in their notice of attendance to the NERC office.  
Mr. Wood noted that the NAESB WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS were set to meet via conference call on May 10 and May 18.  A web conference, hosted by NERC but a joint meeting of NERC and NAESB, will be held to explain the differences in the old NERC CBM and TRM standards, compared to those recently drafted and posted for comment.  

The agendas for the NAESB only meetings will include the following:

· May 10: Review draft workpaper on language for NERC MOD-003 (a compromise of Option 2 and 3) and begin drafting ATC posting requirement standards

· May 18: Draft ATC posting requirement standards.

The NAESB office is working to schedule a face to face meeting of the WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS in conjunction with upcoming WEQ ESS/ITS meetings. 
6. Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 12:46 p.m. Central time.  
7.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization

	Berdal
	Rebecca
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Bishop
	Richard
	PacificCorp

	Franz
	Marilyn
	Sierra Nevada Power

	Gildea
	Mike
	Constellation

	Gonzales
	Angela
	NAESB

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB

	Kovaks
	Ross
	Georgia Transmission

	Mendrala
	Cheryl
	ISO New England

	Perlman
	Marjorie
	EnergyEast

	Pewarski
	Jim
	Midwest ISO

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Stanton
	Jim
	EPSA

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Company

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority


� Those in favor of option 2: Mr. Pewarski, Ms. York, Mr. Wood, Ms. Perlman, Ms. Rehman, and Mr. Saini.


� Those in favor of option 3: Mr. Stanton and Ms. Franz.





Joint NAESB WEQ BPS/ESS/ITS Conference Call Meeting Final Minutes – 5/3/07
Page 4

