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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/NERC Joint ATC/AFC Meeting, Houston, TX – April 23, 2007
DATE:

April 24, 2007
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant joint Bps/ess/its
and nerc atc standards drafting team

joint Meeting; houston, tX
April 23, 2007
FINAL Minutes
1. Welcome and Administration
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  A review of the NERC work plan for Order No. 693 was added to the agenda.  The revised agenda was adopted by consensus. Adoption of the March 23, 2007 joint meeting minutes was delayed until the next joint meeting of the NAESB WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS and NERC ATCDT.               
2. Review and discuss NERC progress to date on standards drafting
Mr. Lohrman stated that the NERC standards drafting team had compiled the comments into a chart that included summary statements of the comments.  That document is posted as NERC DT Replies to MOD-001-1 Com 042307 ML.  Ms. Long explained that the purpose of the meeting was for the joint group to review the comments together and identify if there were additional commercial issues for NAESB to address. 

The first question included in the NERC comment form was the following:  This is the proposed definition for ‘Existing Transmission Commitments (ETCs)’ — Any combination of Native Load uses, Contingency Reserves not included in Transmission Reliability Margin or Capacity Benefit Margin, existing commitments for purchases, exchanges, deliveries, or sales, existing commitments for transmission service, and other pending potential uses of Transfer Capability. Is this definition sufficient to calculate the ETC in a consistent and reliable manner?  If not, please explain.    
Mr. Black stated that there were potential commercial issues identified in the definition of ETC.  Feedback from the comments suggested more details were needed for ETC, to avoid litigation.  Mr. Black stated that such specificity is most likely commercial in nature.  He offered the example of what should be included in the definition of Network Native Load.  Mr. Black stated that the definition of ETC was complete, but a very high level.  Mr. Wood stated that the NAESB team could review the definition of ETC and the NNL components for commercial implications.  Mr. Kimm stated this issue was should be considered by both groups.  Mr. Wood agreed and stated that the ETC standard would be held by NERC, but NAESB might draft standards on how to utilize the NERC ETC standards and definition, such as what should be included in NNL.  

Ms. Long noted that language to be included in the NAESB business practices on Network Native Load would be evaluated against the CBM and TRM standards to ensure there was no double counting for the standards
Question 2: This is the proposed definition for ‘Transmission Service Request’ — A service requested by the Transmission Customer to the Transmission Service Provider that may move energy from a Point of Receipt to a Point of Delivery.  Should this definition be expanded or changed? 
Mr. Wood read the summary response of the drafting team: Need to distinguish between moving energy as scheduled and reserving capacity.  Mr. Carter asked if the result of adding a definition for the request for transmission service was that the definition for transmission service would change in the standard.  Ms. Long said the team should be careful in definition changes to words already included in the glossary because if it is changed, the change must be evaluated against the use of the term in all other standards.  
Question 3: This is the proposed definition for ‘Flowgate’ — A single transmission element, group of transmission elements that may include  associated contingency(ies) intended to model MW flow impact relating to transmission limitations and transmission service usage.  This is the definition of Flowgate in the NERC Glossary of Terms Used in Reliability Standards:  A designated point on the transmission system through which the Interchange Distribution Calculator calculates the power flow from Interchange Transactions.   Which definition do you prefer? 

Mr. Lohrman explained that the current draft of the proposed definition did not show the second sentence that was objected to by several of the commenters, because it had been removed by the standards drafting team.  Mr. Pritchard noted that there will be a requirement that flowgates be posted on OASIS and NAESB should begin considering standardized naming conventions.  

Question 4: The drafting team believes that formal definitions are needed for the various time frames used in the standard.  As a straw man, the drafting team would like to have industry comment on the proposed definitions below:

Operating Horizon — Time frames encompassing same-day and real-time periods.

Scheduling Horizon — Time frames encompassing the day-ahead period.
Operations Planning Horizon — Time frames beyond the Scheduling Horizon up to 13 months

Long-term Planning Horizon — Time frames beyond the Operations Planning Horizon

Do you think that the above terms need to be defined for use in this standard — and if you do, then do you agree with the proposed definitions?
Ms. Long suggested the NERC drafting team avoid using the terms horizons and just describe the timeframes in the standard, to avoid inconsistencies in definitions.  Mr. Lohrman noted that the drafting team had made the decision to include the definitions for the horizons.  Mr. Pritchard noted that if the ETC calculation changes as a function of the horizons, it is appropriate to make sure the change is identified for consistency for posting purposes.  Adjacent TSPs’ agreements might be relevant to the change as well.

Question 5: Do you agree with the remaining definition of terms used in the proposed standard?  If not, please explain which terms need refinement and how.
The group discussed whether a regional standard was needed for ERCOT.  Mr. Lohrman stated that at this time, it was up to ERCOT if they wanted to submit a request for standards development at NERC.  Ms. Long said that FERC had directed ERCOT to submit a request if they wanted a standard variance.  Mr. Dave explained that a variance was different from a regional standard at NERC, because the variance is imbedded in the main standard.  

Question 6: The proposed standard assigns all requirements for developing ATC and AFC methodologies and values to the Transmission Service Provider.  Do you agree with this? If not, please explain why.

Mr. Lohrman stated that some of the requirements will now apply to the Balancing Authority.  Those requirements will become part of the ETC standard.  NAESB will review changes to the ATC standard stemming from these comments.
Question 7: In Requirements 1 and 4, the standard drafting team has identified three methodologies in which the ATC and AFC are calculated (Rated System Path — ATC, Network Response — ATC and Network Response — AFC, methodologies). Should the drafting team consider other methodologies? (Note that the difference between the Rated System Path methodology for calculating ATC and the Network Response methodology for calculating ATC use identical equations, but there are distinct differences between these methodologies that will become more clear when the drafting team issues its proposed changes to the standards that address Total Transfer Capability or Transfer Capability.) Please explain. 

Ms. Lee explained that the drafting team had removed the references to the three ATC methodologies.  The methodologies will now be included in FAC12.  Several participants noted that NERC should provide information on how to access the three methodologies.  
Question 8: In Requirement 2, the Transmission Service Provide that calculates ATC is required to recalculate ATC when there is a change to one of the values used to calculate ATC-TTC, TRM, CBM or ETC.  When TTC, TRM, CBM or ETC changes, how much time should the Transmission Service Provider have to perform its recalculation of ATC?
Mr. Wood stated that the timing of the ATC postings was a commercial issue.  Mr. Mucci asked whether it was a commercial or reliability issue to determine when a narrative was necessary for a posting.  Mr. Wood stated that it was a commercial issue and the NAESB team would be discussing it.  NERC will continue to address the re-calculations and NAESB will address the postings for ATC.
Question 9: General comment from the drafting team:  One of the goals of this standard is to significantly increase the coordination between all Transmission Service Providers.  Sharing data between providers is one of the keys to make this happen.  If any transmission provider feels it should have data from one of its neighbors, the neighboring TSP should make all efforts to share this data with a frequency that makes the data useful.
The team noted that the data exchange was not a commercial issue.  However, the NAESB team questioned if OASIS was the appropriate place to post the data exchanges.  The WEQ BPS and ESS/ITS will review the standard and requirements on data exchanges to determine how it should be posted.
Question 10: Requirement 9 indicates that the Transmission Service Provider shall have and consistently use only one methodology for the Transmission Service Provider’s entire system in which the ATC or AFC are calculated (Rated System Path — ATC, Network Response — ATC and Network Response — AFC, methodologies).  If choosing just one of these methods is not sufficient for your system, please explain why.
The drafting team has considered why it would be necessary to include one methodology only.  However, the NERC drafting team does not think it increases reliability to only have the one methodology.  The team discussed who should determine what methodology is used.  It was noted that if more than one methodology is used, the methodologies must be posted.
Question 11: Do you think that Requirement 13 in this proposed standard is necessary?
The NERC drafting team noted that the requirement will be rewritten to be more precise.  NAESB will review the requirement for posting requirements.
Question 12: Do you agree with the other proposed requirements included in the proposed standard?  If not please explain with which requirements you do not agree and why.
The NERC drafting team noted that they will evaluate a way to be consistent on Source and Sink.  The NAESB team noted that a consistent naming convention was necessary for posting TSRs and scheduling TSRs.  

Question 13: Should the proposed standard include further standardization for the components of the calculation of ATC or AFC (i.e., should the proposed standard be more prescriptive regarding the consistency and standardization of determining TTC, TFC, ETC, TRM, and CBM)? If so, please explain.
The NAESB team noted that the timing of the postings of the components of CBM and TRM is commercial in nature.  NERC is developing separate standards for CBM and TRM.

Question 14: Do you agree that Total Transfer Capability (TTC) referenced in the MOD standards and Transfer Capability (TC) references in the FAC-012-1 and/or FAC-013-1 standards are the same and should be treated as such in developing this standard?  If you don’t believe these are the same, please explain what you feel are the differences between TC and TTC.
The NERC drafting team noted that they would be addressing the standards for the methodologies and NAESB would be addressing the postings and the timing of the postings.

Question 15: As mentioned in the introduction, the drafting team has deferred development of requirements for the calculation of Total Flowgate Capability (TFC) pending industry comments.  The drafting team would like to know whether the industry believes that MOD-001-1 needs to address TFC methodology and documentation as opposed to having the TFC methodology addressed by revising the existing Facility Rating FAC-012-1 and/or FAC-013-1 standards.  Please explain your answer:
Please see the above notes for question 14.

Question 16: When calculating ATC and monthly, daily, weekly, and hourly AFC values, what time horizon(s) for CBM should be used and which reliability function(s) should make the CBM calculations?  Please explain.

Mr. Lohrman noted that timing horizons for CBM will be addressed in the CBM standard, and the same for the TRM standard.  All of these horizons will be coordinated with FAC12.  NERC will define the calculations, but NAESB will be addressing when to post those calculations and how the information is posted.  There was discussion on whether these elements were totally reliability in nature.  It was noted the business practice standards should not provide instructions to Balancing Authorities.  Mr. Wood disagreed and stated that in issues of curtailment, the entity to first be cut was a commercial decision: how to call a CBM is commercial in nature.  Ms. Long stated that this is addressed in EOP-002 for emergency situations.  Mr. Mucci noted that it would be up to NAESB to address the transparency behind what drove the change in calculations and what impact the change will have.  
Question 17: When calculating ATC and monthly, daily, and hourly AFC values, what time horizon(s) for TRM should be used, and which reliability function(s) should make the TRM calculations?  Please explain.
Please see the above discussion under question 16.
Question 18: Are you aware of any conflicts between the proposed standard and any regulatory function, rule/order, tariff, rate schedule, legislative requirement or agreement?
Mr. Lohrman stated that MISO commented on the level of transparency in the standard.  He stated that the information MISO was looking for would be contained in FAC12.  NAESB will review the requirement for posting requirements.
Question 19: Do you have other comments that you haven’t already provided above on the proposed standard?
Mr. Lohrman said counterflows would be addressed in the ETC calculations.  He added there was still work to be done on who should choose the ATC methodology to be used.  
Mr. Kimm asked which group, NERC or NAESB, should address the issues around honoring the contract path between TSPs.  He added that he thought the issue commercial in nature.  Mr. Wood asked if TTC was consistent between the three methodologies.  If so, he said the inconsistencies concerning contract path should be resolved by FAC12.  Mr. Wood said NAESB’s piece of this requirement was to post the method the TSP uses out of FAC12 and make the postings of TTC transparent.  

Next, Mr. Lohrman reviewed the work plans for NERC for Order Nos. 890 and 693.  Those documents are available at FERC OATT 890- NERC Workplan3 and FERC Order 693 Requirements for MOD-01.  Minor changes were made to the Order No. 890 work plan.  Those changes can be viewed in Attachment - Revised NERC Order 890 Work Plan.  

Mr. Lohrman clarified that although MOD-006 and MOD-009 were being incorporated into other standards at NERC, the drafting team thought commercial practices were imbedded in the MODs.  Therefore, NAESB will review the MODs.  .          
3. Review and discuss NAESB progress to date on standards drafting
The two drafting teams reviewed the standards language developed by NAESB to address NERC MOD-003.  The language is below: 
A. Each Transmission Service Provider shall develop and document a procedure describing how transmission customers can input their concerns or questions regarding the TTC, TFC, ATC, and AFC methodology and how these concerns or questions will be addressed.  The procedure shall at a minimum specify the following: 
A. Each Transmission Service Provider shall maintain current contact information in INFO.HTM on the OASIS home page.
A. The amount of time it will take to acknowledge a Customer’s request.
A. The manner in which the responses may be communicated (e.g., email, letter, telephone, etc).
A. Each Transmission Service Provider shall post on OASIS, its procedure for receiving and addressing concerns about the TTC, TFC, ATC, and AFC methodologies.
For discussion on the changes made to the NERC MOD-003 to arrive at the language above, please see the meeting minutes, posted at: Draft Minutes.  Ms. Kirby said two sets of comments were submitted on the language (ISO New England and MISO).  Ms. Mendrala reviewed the comments submitted by ISO New England.  These comments are posted on the NAESB website under the Request for Informal Comments.  They will be reviewed by the BPS and ESS/ITS on May 3rd during their conference call.  The chairs encouraged comments; the deadline for comments is May 1st.  Mr. Rodriquez is working to get an official notice from NERC to NAESB about the transfer of MOD-003.  

The group will review all comments submitted on the language at the next joint meeting, after the comment period is complete.

Next, the group reviewed the NAESB Order No. 890 work plan.  Changes were made to account for MOD-006 and MOD-009.  Those changes can be viewed in the revised documents posted on the NAESB website.                      
4. Develop outline for web ex schedule for mid posting period
The NERC standards drafting team will hold a web ex on an explanation of the standards changes to encourage comments from the industry on the standards.  Because standards will changes, it is important for the industry to understand those changes and be able to implement them.  A day was reserved for May 18th.  The date will be confirmed after the NERC standards drafting team meetings on April 24 and 25.                      
5. Future Schedule of Meetings to Address Above Items
NERC will confirm whether the May 15-17 and June 12-14 joint ATC meetings are necessary after the meetings on April 24 and 25.  NAESB will be holding a conference call of the BPS and ESS/ITS on May 3, 2007 to review comments submitted on the MOD-003 standards language and to begin drafting the posting requirements for NERC’s MOD-001.            
6. Next Steps/Future Meetings
In addition to the upcoming meetings, Ms. Long clarified that there may be imbedded commercial practices in the TTC standard being developed by NERC.  She pointed to requirements 4.1 and 7.2.  
Mr. Kimm raised the issue of a possible requirement to state that the sum of allocated shares of available capacity and the total of what is available should be equivalent.  He clarified that if the physical system shows 500 MWs available, then those 500 MWs ought to be posted and found in a clear manner.  Mr. Wood stated that if a certain amount of MWs are posted, then that much is available and the amount available should be posted.  If these two numbers are not equivalent, the AFC should be changed.  The NAESB team will discuss the issue raised by Mr. Kimm.
7. Adjourn
Mr. Pritchard moved to adjourn and Mr. Henery seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 3:51 p.m. Central time.  
8.  Attendance
	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization
	In Person/Phone

	Barker
	Daryn
	E.ON US Services
	In Person

	Barredo
	Kiko
	Florida Power & Light
	In Person

	Black
	Shannon
	Sacramento Municipal Utility Dist.
	In Person

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Carlsen
	Ron
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Carter
	DuShaune
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Falls
	Chuck
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Gonzales
	Angela
	NAESB
	In Person

	Henery
	Nick
	American Public Power Assc.
	In Person

	Kennedy
	Laura
	NAESB
	Phone

	Kershaw
	Ray
	ITC Transmission
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe 
	NAESB
	In Person

	Kimm
	Dennis
	MidAmerican Electric Company
	In Person

	Knudson
	Steve
	BPA
	In Person

	Kovacs
	Ross
	Georgia Transmission 
	In Person

	Lee
	Laura
	Duke Enrgy
	In Person

	Lohrman
	Bill
	Prague Power/NERC
	In Person

	Long
	Maureen
	NERC
	In Person

	Mendrala
	Cheryl
	ISO New England
	In Person

	Middleton
	Larry
	MISO
	Phone

	Monzón
	Stephanie
	PJM
	In Person

	Pederson
	Brian
	Midwest ISO
	In Person

	Mucci
	Ron
	Williams
	In Person

	Pritchard
	Alan
	Duke Power
	Phone

	Rodriquez
	Andy
	NERC
	In Person

	Saini
	Narinder
	Entergy
	Phone

	Stanton
	Jim
	EPSA
	In Person

	Taylor
	David
	NERC
	In Person

	Wood
	J.T.
	Southern Company
	In Person

	York 
	Kathy 
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Phone
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