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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

via posting
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Business Practice Subcommittee (BPS) Meeting Participants and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, Meeting Administrator / Project Manager
RE:
Joint WEQ ESS, ITS, and BPS Meeting Draft Minutes– April 16-17, 2008
DATE:

June 6, 2008
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Joint ESS/ITS and BPS Conference Call
April 16, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern 
April 17, 2008 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern  

Draft Minutes
1. Administrative 
Mr. Skiba welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidance.  The participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the Agenda as written and Mr. Pritchard properly seconded.  The Agenda was adopted without opposition or discussion.  The subcommittee reviewed and made corrections to the following meeting minutes:  December 7, 2007, December 10, 2007, March 10-13, 2008, March 28, 2008, March 31, 2008.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes for all aforementioned dates.  The meeting minutes were adopted as revised without opposition.   Throughout the meeting, the subcommittee made the following additions to the Agenda:  Jim Eckelcamp’s discussion on schedules, Alan Pritchard’s draft text on timing, and JT Wood’s review of Andy’s list.
2. Status update (process and recommendations)

Mr. Skiba gave an overview of the subcommittee of the WEQ Executive Committee (EC) conference call held Wednesday, April 9, 2008 to review ATC/TTC Narratives.  The EC made nonsubstantive changes to the Recommendation.  Mr. Skiba stated the recommendation went out for notational ballot because it achieved 40% of the vote from the NAESB quadrants but did not achieve the supermajority within the quadrants.  Mr. Skiba noted the Load Forecast recommendation was sent out for a technical review, The EC will take action on the Load Forecast recommendation on Friday, April 18, 2008.  Mr. Skiba noted the following upcoming EC meetings: WEQ EC Review Session conference call on the ATC Information Link and WEQ EC Review Session conference call to review Formal Comments on the ATC Information Link.  Mr. Skiba stated that Wednesday, April 16, 2008 was the last day to submit Formal Comments for the ATC Information Link and the ATC Data Exchange.
Mr. Skiba further noted that the subcommittee co-chairs have exchanged emails with the NERC ATC/AFC drafting team.  The NERC ATC/AFC group has scheduled meetings for April 29-30, 2008 and May 1, 2008 in Chattanooga, Tennessee.   The next WEQ BPS/ESS/ITS meeting will take place May 1, 2008.  Mr. Skiba proposed that the May 1, 2008 meeting begin an hour early to have a conference call in conjunction with the NERC ATC/AFC group.  The subcommittee agreed to the proposed meeting.  The joint NERC/NAESB ATC/AFC meeting will take place from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. Eastern on May 1, 2008.
Finally, Mr. Skiba noted that updated versions of the WEQ BPS/ESS/ITS Progress Report, Action Items, and Order 890 workplan listed have been posted to the NAESB website.  The documents are available for viewing via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/weq/weq_atc_afc.asp.

3. Review Direction Given by the Executive Committee 
Mr. Skiba reviewed the direction given by the EC with the subcommittee.  The WEQ ESS/ITS/BPS is the only subcommittee that will be adopting the key recommendations developed by the EC.  Some of the recommendations included: Streamline the comment process; Enforce limits on discussion; Posting documents in timely manner; Educating new participants (outside of meeting); Use sub-team approach; Additional support from NAESB staff; Longer meeting if needed; More meetings (take some ESS/ITS time slots); Have NAESB leadership participate in meetings; Set up exploder lists for BPS and BPS/ESS/ITS.
4. Frequency and Posting of All ATC Components (2.b.v.1)
The group reviewed and responded to the BPS/ESS/ITS Concepts on the ATC/AFC Recommendation.  The revised version of this document can be viewed via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc041608a8.doc.
First, the group reviewed items regarding all ATC Components.  The group reviewed and discussed Item 13 which relates to FERC requiring that ATC be recalculated on a consistent time interval
.  The subcommittee’s response included the following:  NERC uses three terms:  Recalculate, Update and Establish.  Establish is setting original value, Recalculate is changing values due to full model analysis, and Update is modifications between full model runs.  NAESB has used Recalculate for all of these items.  NAESB Business Practices are aligned with NERC draft standards.  No additional changes are needed unless Subcommittee Chairs review of final NERC standards uncovers a need for modification to the recommendation.  Mr. Skiba will add this item to the Action List for WEQ BPS/ESS/ITS.  Mr. Williams explained that the meanings of Recalculate, Update and Establish.  Ms. Otondo noted that the subcommittee needs to address 1) how often this information needs to be posted and 2) the regularity that ATC will need to be reviewed, revised, and posted for commercial purposes.  Mr. Saini stated that it should be posted when a reservation has been confirmed and there is new ATC.  Ms. Rehman referred the group to the Summary of ATC Directives that was submitted for the April 7, 2008 meeting.   She stated that NAESB does not need to take any further action because FERC determined that the current posting requirements were adequate.  Mr. Green expressed concern that the existing NAESB standards be consistent with NERC standards.  He stated that the subcommittee co-chairs should review specifically review NAESB standards to ensure that the posting frequency is consistent with the NERC posting frequency.
Next, the group determined that no additional changes were needed for Item 15.
  Mr. Wood noted that NERC did not make a distinction between the posting requirements for constrained and non-constrained paths.  Ms. Otdono stated no additional information is needed in the proposed standards because the current proposed standards has more posted data than required in NERC’s proposed standards.  Mr. Pritchard noted that ATC is available for non-constrained path and the rationale for posting is to let marketers when capacity is low.
The group subsequently reviewed Item 16
 and in conjunction with Items 13 and 15, determined no additional changes were required.  The group also reviewed Item 17
, determined that NERC should retain responsibility for defining how all ATC calculations should be made and determined no additional changes are needed to the NAESB business practices.    The group also determined that Item 1
 was addressed in conjunction with Items 15-17 and no additional changes were needed in respect to Responses 15-17.  Finally, the group established that Items 3
 and 4
 has been addressed in the posting of the ATCD in the ATCH Information link and will be addressed in Annual Plan Item Additional Business Practices to Support Transparency Reporting and Related Functions.
Mr. Skiba stated that after reviewing all of the concepts and status, he did not see the need for any new or additional changes to the WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.b.v.1.  Ms. Otondo subsequently made the following motion: After thorough review of documentation, the subcommittee has determined no further NAESB Business Practice standards are required for WEQ 2008 Annual Plan Item Frequency and Posting of All ATC Components (2.b.v.1).  The co-chairs will draft a recommendation to this effect and will post for the 30 day formal comment period.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Pritchard and Ms. Otondo both suggested the group review the ATC/AFC Recommendation and the ATC Information List.   The subcommittee took a simple majority vote on the motion and it passed with 7 subcommittee members in favor and one abstention.  There were no opposing votes cast for this motion.  The subcommittee co-chairs will draft the recommendation and review it for posting by the NAESB staff as a Request for Informal Comments.  The Request for Informal Comments (RIF) will be due by May 7, 2008.  The recommendation, RIF, and all comments received by the NAESB Staff are available for viewing via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/weq/weq_atc_afc.asp.
5. Post Backs (AP Item 2.b.ii.2)
The group reviewed Mr. Williams’ Rough Draft of the Proposed Postbacks for the NAESB Business Practices.  Mr. Skiba stated the subcommittee will have to review and possibly draft language in specific sections of the NAESB Business Practices.  The group reviewed the BPS/ESS/ITS Concepts for the Postbacks Recommendations and drafted responses to the items presented.  The redlined version of the document may be viewed via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc041608a9.doc.
For Item 1
, Mr. Williams noted that NERC standards are represented in MODS 28, 29, and 30 and no ATC calculation is represented in MOD 30.  The group will review and ensure NERC standards related to Postbacks are effectively implemented.  With respect to Item 2
, the group responded stating the initial draft of the recommendation addressed this item in the definition, the application, and the “other considerations” sections.  However, the group provided further discussion on the subject when reviewing the definition in the Recommendation.
The group subsequently reviewed Item 3
 of the Concepts regarding the definitions for “scheduled” and “unscheduled”.  He further stated this item may have been addressed in the narrative of the Recommendation. The group determined if a TP wishes to incorporate a business practice by using an adjustment to postbacks for losses, the NAESB business practice will not prevent this occurrence.   The group further determined the method for adjusting postbacks used by the TP must be captured in the TP Business Practice or ATCID and used on a non-discriminatory basis. 

The group reviewed the Recommendation to address Item 4 regarding the issues of recalculation of Non-Firm ATC
.  Ms. Otondo noted that FERC has used the term Postback.  However, it only relates to an algebraic equation and not posting on OASIS.  Mr. Pritchard stated the current definition of Postback relates to the adjusting of the ATC for posting on OASIS.  He remarked the definition recognizes the variations in which Non-Firm ATC can be calculated.  He also recognized there is a transition where there is an occurrence of decrementing time (scheduling, operating, and planning horizons).  Mr. Saini noted that a Postback occurs when there is a change in the posted number.  In response to Ms. Otondo’s question regarding recalculation for posting, Mr. Williams stated the recalculation would return to the internal posting for ATC.  He also noted that when a customer makes a request, it will be evaluated, accepted and the customer will have at least four hours to confirm the posting of ATC calculation on OASIS.   He stated that if a customer should withdraw, the 60 will still be noted on OASIS until it is recalculated and appear as a Postback.  As it relates to Items 5
 and 6
, the group determined both concepts were addressed on Page 4 of the Business Practices.
· .Develop Recommendation
The group reviewed and drafted language to specific sections of the Recommendation for the 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.b.ii.2.  The redlined version of the document may be viewed via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc041608a9.doc.  For the Summary, Ms. Otondo suggested the addition of the following language: “NERC has requested that NAESB Business Practices address Postback requirements to implement the NERC ATC.”  Mr. Woods will draft language for Sections 4, 5, and 6 and include all FERC references in the Recommendation.  He will also include additional supporting documentation and adjust the Summary if needed.
Next, the group discussed the possible definitions for the Definition of Postback section of the recommendation.  Ms. Otondo stated the definition that was most consistent with the NERC definition should be used as the postback definition.  Mr. Pritchard remarked that NERC’s definition of the postback references NERC’s business practices.  Mr. Saini noted the terms “change in status” or “redirect” needed to be incorporated into the postback definition.  After further discussion, the group agreed upon the usage of the following definition:  Postback is a variable component of the Transmission Provider’s selected ATC or AFC calculation methodology that positively impacts based on status of Confirmed Reservation or Unscheduled Reservation ATC or AFC.  The group determined that Category 2 would be deleted from the Application of Postback section.  Mr. Wood will renumber the categories and remove all references associated with Category 2.
Subsequently, the group held discussion regarding the Other Considerations and their effect on Postback.  Mr. Pritchard noted in the FERC order, there could be two ways of approaching ATC calculations.  Mr. Williams stated that MODS 28 and 29 equations were identical however, MOD 30 mentioned AFC equals only.  Mr. Pritchard remarked that the subcommittee will need to address the timing horizon issue as it relates to postback.  He stated a mechanism will need to be developed to address the differences in calculations in respect to timing horizons.  Ms. Rehman noted that the differences in calculation with timing horizons vary from TP to TP.  Mr. Pritchard drafted text as it relates to the timing horizons.  The subcommittee’s discussion of Mr. Pritchard’s draft text on timing is continued in another section of the minutes.

The group reviewed and discussed the Firm Resale section of the recommendation.  Mr. Wood will review the list drafted by Andy Rodriguez.  The subcommittee’s discussion of Mr. Wood’s review of the list is continued in another section of the minutes.  Mr. Skiba noted that this section may be deleted if additions are made to the table within the recommendation.  Subsequently, Mr. Wood will also review the ATC and AFC Calculations section for clean-up, will remove all references to internally adjusted ATC, and draft language that will be placed throughout the recommendation as it relates to the issue.  Mr. Wood will also renumber all categories within the Appendix.  These action items were listed on the Postback/Counterflows Parking Lot document.  The revised Postback/Counterflows Parking Lot is available for viewing via the following link:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc041608a3.doc.
6. Postbacks- review outstanding items
· Jim Eckelcamp’s discussion on schedules

The group held discussion regarding Jim Eckelcamp’s presentation on tag schedules and postbacks.  The document is available for viewing via the following link:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc041608w5.doc.  Mr. Eckelcamp stated that one of the issues that should be addressed by the industry relates to the actual scheduled MW commitment.  He noted that it will be difficult for 23MW to be posted back with a dynamic schedule tag, the energy file is curtailed, and the transmission allocation remains the same.  He further noted that a normal tag does not have a curtailment.  He stated the subcommittee needs to determine whether transmission allocation or an energy file should be used as it relates to tag schedules and postbacks.  
Ms. Otondo noted that transmission allocation can be equal to or less than transmission reservation.  Mr. Bates questioned the relevancy of making a distinction regarding the use of the energy profile or transmission allocation.  Mr. Pritchard noted the most difficult issue facing the subcommittee is dynamic schedule.  He stated the group will also need to determine if there is additional capacity due to curtailment.  He stated that he would be able to accept 54MW as the baseline for calculation.  Ms. Parker responded she shared the consensus with Mr. Pritchard and Ms. Otondo in that the key is transmission allocation and not the energy level.  Mr. Baker noted that he was uncertain if the subcommittee would be addressing FERC’s intent regarding the schedule for nonfirm.  Mr. Pritchard stated that FERC’s intent was demonstrated in Order 890, Paragraph 67, which addressed releasing firm unscheduled capacity.  
Mr. Saini made the following motion:  Energy profile (rather than transmission allocation) should be used as scheduled amount for the purpose of the postback for Non-Firm ATC.  For dynamic schedules, transmission allocation could be used as the scheduled amount for the purpose of postback for Non-Firm ATC.  Mr. Green properly seconded the motion.  Subsequently, the group held discussion on the motion.  Mr. Wood noted the language in the motion would be problematic due to the inherent differences between energy profile and transmission allocation.  Mr. Saini responded that the transmission allocation can have one tag for duration of the day.  He noted that although the TP would be losing the capacity of the reservation, it does not prevent the creation of another profile and the tracking of the schedule.  Mr. Green stated he was in favor of the motion.  Mr. Baker stated he was in favor of the motion but had reservations regarding dynamic schedules.  Mr. Green moved for a balanced vote.  The results of the balanced vote were 2.5 to 3.2.  With these results, the motion failed.
Mr. Eckelcamp made the following motion:  The transmission allocation on the tag shall be considered the scheduled amount for the purpose of the postback for the Non-Firm ATC.  If a TP wishes to incorporate a business practice by using the energy profile instead of the transmission allocation that expands the Non-Firm ATC offering, the NAESB business practices will not prevent this occurrence.  The method used by the TP must be captured in the TP Business Practice or ATCID and used on a non-discriminatory basis.  The group held discussion and offered friendly amendments to the motion.  Mr. Green moved for a balanced vote.  The results of the balanced vote were 5.3 to 1.67.  Mr. Baker abstained from the vote.  With these results, the motion passed.  Mr. Wood will rewrite the Recommendation to include language from the motion.  The WEQ ESS/ITS/BPS Motions on the ATC/AFC Recommendation may be viewed via the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc041608a10.doc.
· Alan Pritchards’ draft text on timing
The group reviewed and held discussion on Mr. Pritchard’s draft of the postback formulae on timing horizons.  Mr. Pritchard contended there should not be a business practice that releases an unscheduled Non-Firm ATC.  He remarked that when performing an ATC calculation, the postback will be equal to firm redirect adjustment.  If a resale occurred, subsequently there would be a firm resale adjustment.  Mr. Pritchard also provided an indepth explanation of interim.  He noted that when TPs institute a full-blown analysis, this will lead to them adjusting ATCs by mathematical calculations.  An interim period occurs when calculations are affirmed, displaced, or recounted.  Ms. Otondo noted that firm deadline is not included in the OASIS terminology.  She stated there is no firm scheduling deadline however a deadline does exist for point to point service.  Mr. Pritchard indicated the complimentary NERC standard has formulas and permits transmission based on firm reservations and firm schedules.  Mr. Skiba noted that this document should be considered in the Request for Informal comments on Recommended Standards to Address Postbacks and Counterflows.  The group will address this document further during the May 1, 2008 meeting.
· JT Wood’s review of Andy’s list
Mr. Wood reviewed the Postbacks ATC and AFC document submitted for the March 10-13 meetings by Andy Rodriguez, NERC.  The group reviewed and held discussion regarding the list.  Ms. Otondo defined resale as sales that occur between primary providers to secondary providers, with the secondary providers then selling to other customers.  Mr. Saini stated that any reduction in capacity of original reservation becomes a postback and agreed with Mr. Rodriguez’s assessments in the list.  Mr. Wood stated the original reservation’s attributes do not change when it is posted on OASIS.  He noted that new reservations have all of the attributes of the original reservation including scheduling rights.  He remarked that an individual TP’s internal business practices will dictate how to manage a resale reservation.  Mr. Wood stated the proposed standard will need to account for resale reservations.  Mr. Pritchard agreed with Mr. Wood and noted that when capacity is calculated, it is unreserved at particular period of time and is a postback tag.  Mr. Wood will add the following language to the discussion in Postback application:  TP must identify Firm Resales in ATC calculations and postbacks…caution to address the potential trap of including Resale reservations in Firm Committed Use (in the ATC calculation) but including Resales in Postbacks.  An example could help address this.  The group deferred further discussion on this issue to the April 29-30 meeting.

· Decision on posting for informal comments
The subcommittee determined the WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.b.ii.2 Recommendation on Postbacks and Counterflows will be posted for informal comment beginning Wednesday, April 23, 2008 and ending May 7, 2008.  The request is available for viewing via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc042308reqcom.doc.
7. Counterflows (AP Item 2.b.ii.2) continued
The group reviewed and held discussion on the Counterflows document submitted by Mr. Harmon.  The group also reviewed Motion 5 from the March 10-13 meeting.  Ms. Otondo stated she reviewed the NERC MODs and it did not reference business standards for counterflows.  She noted this particular issue was controversial and problematic because all TPs have varying business practices.  Mr. Wood noted that NAESB should be consistent with NERC on this issue.  The group held discussion as to whether NERC will be developing standards relating to counterflows and should NAESB develop standards relating to postbacks.  Mr. Skiba stated his concern with NAESB developing reliability standards.  Mr. Saini will develop counterflow language and make a presentation at the May 1st meeting.  The group deferred further discussion on the issue to the May 1st meeting.
8. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· May 1, 2008 conference call/webcast hosted by NAESB.
· May 14-16, 2008 meeting hosted by NERC in Washington, D.C.
9. Action Items

· A request for informal comments will be posted on the NAESB website regarding Postbacks and Counterflows.  The comments are due to the NAESB office by May 7, 2008.
· Mr. Saini will draft language and make a presentation regarding counterflows at the May 1, 2008 meeting.
10. Adjourn
Mr. Pritchard moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting was adjourned at 1:57 p.m. Eastern on April 17, 2008.

11. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	April 16
	April 17

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service 
	In Person
	In Person

	Barry Green
	Barry Green Consulting, Inc.
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	Rebecca Berdahl
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Daryn Baker
	E.ON US
	In Person
	In Person

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone
	

	Yarrow Etheredge
	Entergy Services
	Phone
	

	Steven Bennett
	Exelon
	Phone
	

	Jim Cyruleswki
	JDRJC Associates
	Phone
	Phone

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	John Harmon
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	Eddie Cardone
	NYISO
	Phone
	

	Don Williams
	PJM 
	In Person
	In Person

	Joel Segal
	PJM
	Phone
	Phone

	Chris Pacella
	PJM
	
	Phone

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	Phone
	

	Jim Eckelcamp
	Process Energy
	Phone
	Phone

	JT Woods
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Kevin Bates
	SPP
	In Person
	In Person

	Kathy York
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Phone
	


�Item 13:  Paragraph 53 in Order 890-A (concept d) The Commission also required that ATC be recalculated by all transmission providers on a consistent time interval, and in a manner that closely reflects the actual topology of the system, load forecast, interchange schedules, transmission reservations, facility ratings, and other necessary data, and that NERC/NAESB revise the related reliability standard and business practices accordingly.


� Item 15: Consider posting requirements for non-constrained paths when the ATC value changes between the minimum posting periods.


� Item 16: Consider inclusion of confirmed sales within ATC without using the terms recalculation and update. For example could use a sentence like, “the posted ATC should reflect the status of confirmed sales within xxxx timelines.”  Xxxx to be determined by NAESB.


� Item 17: NERC standards have a minimum of calculating ATCs for the first 48 hours. Should NAESB develop standards for how values should be determined for hours 49-168, which are required to be posted?


�Item 1:  Review frequency of ATC posting requirements. NAESB may determine that more frequent postings of ATC (and related values) may be appropriate for commercial purposes than those determined by NERC to be needed for reliability purposes (see NERC MOD 001).


� Item 3: From Paragraph 50 of Order 890-A “The OASIS posting requirements regarding ATC calculation and modeling approach, studies, models and assumptions and implement them consistently for all transmission customers.”


� Item 4: Paragraph 148 in Order 890-A states  “In Order No. 890, the Commission required transmission providers to make available, upon request, all data used to calculate ATC, TTC, CBM and TRM for any constrained posted path.   We believe that this adequately addresses Constellation’s request for access to modeling data used by the transmission provider.  Specifically, we expect transmission providers to make available, upon request and subject to appropriate confidentiality protections and CEII requirements, the following modeling data: (1) load flow base cases and generation dispatch methodology; (2) contingency, subsystem, monitoring, change files and accompanying auxiliary files; (3) transient and dynamic stability simulation data and reports on flowgates which are not thermally limited; (4) list of transactions used to update the base case for transmission service request study; (5) special protection systems and operating guides, and specific description as to how they are modeled; (6) model configuration settings; (7) dates and capacities of new and retiring generation; (8) new and retired generation included in the model for future years; (9) production cost models (including assumptions, settings, study results, input data, etc.), subject to reasonable and applicable generator confidentiality limitations; (10) searchable transmission maps, including PowerWorld or PSSE diagrams;  (11) OASIS names to Common Names table and PTI bus numbers; and, (12) flowgate and interface limits including limit category (thermal, steady state or transient, voltage or angular).  We decline, however, to require the transmission provider to post this information on OASIS, as Constellation suggests.  We conclude that making this information available on request provides sufficient transparency for customers without unduly burdening the transmission provider.”


�Item 1: What is our scope?


� Item 2: What does “postback” mean?


�Item 3:  What does “scheduled” and “unscheduled” mean? Is it the energy component on the tag or is it the transmission allocation on the tag? For example, if the reservation is 150 MW and the tag shows 100 MW of firm reservation capacity and 60 MWh of energy, is the unscheduled (for the non-firm ATC calculation) MW 50 or 90?


�Item 4: When would unscheduled firm be posted back to non-firm ATC? Do the standards need to address the timing horizons? Is this tied to NERC MOD (28, 29, 30) methodology used by the TP? Need to review NERC dictionary. Don’t think time horizons are defined in NAESB BPS.


�Item 5: When is something an ETC and when is it a postback?


� Item 6: Should there be differentiation to reflect differences related to the NERC MOD (28, 29, 30) methodology used by the TP?
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