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North American Energy Standards Board

801 Travis, Suite 1675, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

January 18, 2010
TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Executive Committee and Interested Industry Participants
FROM:
Cory Galik Cummings, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant Single Topic Executive Committee Meeting Final Minutes
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
Tuesday, October 26, 2010 – 10:00 am to 4:00 pm Mountain
FINAL MINUTES

1.
Welcome

Ms. York called the meeting to order and welcomed the Wholesale Electric Quadrant (“WEQ”) Executive Committee (“EC”) members, alternates and other participants.  Ms. Cummings gave the antitrust guidance and called the roll of the WEQ EC members and alternates.  Quorum was established.  In reviewing the agenda, Ms. York asked that the approval of the meeting minutes be delayed and placed on a consent agenda for the next WEQ EC meeting.  She asked participants to send in comments on the minutes prior to the next meeting.  Ms. Otondo moved, seconded by Mr. Hossain, to adopt the agenda as revised.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Adoption of the Wholesale Electric Quadrant Draft Minutes

This agenda item was delayed until the next WEQ EC meeting.
3. Consideration and Vote on Minor Corrections
MC10032: Mr. Davis reviewed the comments he submitted for MC10032.  The suggested changes in the minor correction were vague; it appeared as though the definitions were referring to inadvertent interchange as opposed to On-Peak and Off-Peak hours.  His comments suggested a change in the wording to better clarify the terms.  Ms. Otondo expressed concern because the definitions should solely apply to inadvertent interchange paybacks.  Mr. Davis asked if NAESB were to use these terms in another standard, would they have to be redefined.  Mr. Skiba provided the background information on the minor correction.  Ms. Rager noticed that WEQ-007 capitalized On-Peak and Off-Peak but they were not included in the glossary.  In the text of the WEQ standards, On-Peak and Off-Peak were not used in any of the requirements.  The subcommittee determined that the best way to address this was through the minor correction process rather than through the standards development process because the meaning of the terms is clear in the appendix.  
After further discussion, the minor correction was modified to clarify that the definition is to be used relative to Inadvertent Interchange.  Mr. Pritchard moved, seconded by Mr. Rodriguez, to approve the modified minor correction.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
MC10033:  Ms. Coleman reviewed the minor correction.  Ms. Otondo moved, seconded by Mr. Skiba, to approve the minor correction as drafted.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
4.
Review and Consider for Approval 2010 WEQ Annual Plan 1(d):  Monitor and Develop NAESB Business Practices as needed to complement NERC reliability standards for FAC-012 and FAC-013
Mr. Skiba provided the review of this recommendation.  In 2008 NERC attempted to delete FAC 12 and 13, which was tied to NAESB’s ATC related work.  FERC issued Order No. 729 and said that FAC 12 and 13 could not be deleted.  This annual plan item was added as provisional last year and the SRS was asked to monitor the activity.  The SRS monitored the NERC standards up through the point where the NERC standard went out for balloting and determined that it was not necessary to develop complementary standards.  The SRS submitted this no action recommendation, which went out for formal comments on September 25.  The comment period closed yesterday and no comments were received.  Mr. Rodriguez had no issues with the no action recommendation.  Mr. Pritchard moved, seconded by Ms. Otondo, to approve the recommendation.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
5.
Review and Consider for Approval WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a.i – Interim Solution for Parallel Flow Visualization
Ms. York provided the review.  This recommendation is for the interim solution for parallel flow visualization (PFV).  NAESB, with the agreement of its committee leadership, had committed to providing this information to NERC in order for them to begin a test period on November 1, 2010.  During the summer, the committee leadership had concerns that the industry consensus for a permanent solution that would satisfy NERC’s testing requirements would not be reached by November.  The Business Practice Subcommittee (BPS) developed the interim solution for PFV, while continuing to pursue development of the permanent solution.  This recommendation was sent out for a 30-day formal comment period and several comments were received.  The BPS reviewed the comments.  
Ms. Crockett moved to approve the recommendation and added, “The NAESB Executive Committee appreciates the work of the Business Practices Subcommittee in progressing Parallel Flow Visualization. The Business Practices Subcommittee recommendation supports the NERC ORS motion as referenced in their meeting minutes dated May 6, 2009. In their motion the ORS determined that the IDC should be modified to accept GTL calculations. The ORS further determined that the changes are intended to provide information only at this point until the ORS agrees that it is appropriate to utilize the additional data to enhance the tool processes or possible changes to the TLR procedures.  The BPS Interim Parallel Flow Visualization recommendation provides for the requisite data submittals to the IDC. This data submission provides value to the industry that will enable the expeditious development of an information based GTL design.  The NAESB WEQ EC therefore approves the BPS recommendation for the parallel flow visualization interim solution.”  Mr. Rodriguez seconded the motion.
Mr. Skiba noted a key item that was not included in the motion but was included in the ORS motion was, “a single vendor should be selected to implement methodology and perform the calculation.”  The BPS proposal was not a single solution and not a single methodology with a single set of calculations.  He did not think the recommendation went as far as it should.  He recognized that BPS continues to work on the final solution.  The subcommittee began with four options, eliminated one prior to the creation of the interim solution, and discussed merging another solution into the two remaining options.  Mr. Castle noted that the ORS motion was two pages long.  While it was true the ORS wanted a final solution, it was also important to get there as quickly as possible.  He believed the interim solution was a useful process to determine the correct way to develop the permanent solution.
Mr. Davis made an amendment to the original motion to accept the timely comments of the WEQ BPS and the late comments of the WEQ BPS.   Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  The late and timely comments were reviewed by the WEQ EC.  The BPS approved of Entergy’s comments that the standards not be filed with FERC and will have a sunset date of November 1, 2011.  Mr. Harshbarger asked how the wording in the recommendation to not file with FERC would impact NAESB’s normal procedure of filing all recommendations with FERC.  Ms. McQuade answered that NAESB’s next filing with FERC is planned for the second quarter of 2011, dependent on the completion of the NITS work by the OASIS subcommittee.  She noted that the purpose of the EC is to develop standards, not filings.  The Board functions as the external liaison with the regulators.   Mr. Goldberg asked that the section regarding filing with FERC be removed as a stand-alone item.  Mr. Davis agreed to discuss and vote on the filing issue separately so that the EC can focus on the substance of the recommendation.  Mr. Goldberg stated he was comfortable with the substance of the recommendation and wanted to see closure on the work BPS accomplished on the interim solution.  If an EC member did not think the interim steps were appropriate, they could vote against the recommendation.  Mr. Castle agreed that he was comfortable with the interim solution and thought it was a necessary step in determining the final solution.    
Ms. Otondo asked if it was the appropriate procedure to write a temporary standard that would not be filed with the FERC.  Mr. Harshbarger and Mr. Davis agreed.  NAESB was providing a recommendation to NERC on how to proceed for a test to gather data.  It was not necessary to develop a standard in order to accomplish that, especially if there was a chance the Board would recommend it be filed with FERC.  Mr. Skiba expressed concern that NAESB was developing standards that may become enforceable before there is enough data to make an informed decision on the language for the final standards.  Mr. Castle responded that he did not think the standards development and the testing were mutually exclusive.  The data visibility and transparency were important to move the process along towards a final solution.  Ms. Otondo restated that she did not feel comfortable voting on a standard that some EC members thought should not be a standard.  She would be in favor of voting for a non-standard recommendation so that the data could be forwarded to NERC.  Mr. Rodriguez understood the desire to avoid voting on a standard, but that was the only option possible at the moment.  He stated it was important to move forward to help the industry as a whole.
For background regarding the completion date for this phase of the development, Ms. McQuade referred to a NAESB filing made on March 26, 2010 that was coordinated with NERC.  It stated, “this project is a collaboration of NERC and NAESB activities including NERC developing modifications to IDC including uploads of data on a more frequent basis targeting every minutes and NAESB developing standards to support the curtailment activities in the event of system congestion based on classification of generator usage, allocation rules for curtailing and the identification of firm and non-firm service."  Included in the filing was an explanation that the PFV project was to begin in November 2010.  
Mr. Goldberg called the question.  Mr. Castle seconded the calling of the question.  The EC voted on the amendment offered by Mr. Davis and seconded by Mr. Wood.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
Ms. Crockett revised the original motion, removing the explanatory language, to state, “motion to adopt WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a.i – Interim Solution for Parallel Flow Visualization as amended by the WEQ EC on October 26, 2010.”  Mr. Davis stated that he would vote in opposition of the motion because it should not be a NAESB standard, but rather guidance to NERC for development of the IDC.  

Mr. Pritchard moved to remove the sunset date because it was unnecessary and provided some difficulties from an implementation standpoint.  The motion died for lack of a second.

Mr. Skiba called the question on the main motion.  The motion failed because it failed the super majority. It also failed due to segment blocks in the transmission segment and the independent grid operators segment.  

Mr. Davis asked if the EC could recommend to NERC to use the parameters set forth in the recommendation as a guideline for their testing.  Ms. Otondo agreed that there was consensus that the information would be useful for data collection.  Ms. McQuade responded that the EC votes on standards and minor corrections and did not have the authority to make that type of suggestion.  She also noted that she would be discussing the issue with the Managing Committee because a hole in the process was clearly identified through the course of this discussion.  Mr. Rodriguez asked if the EC could remand the recommendation to the SRS and direct them to present it to NERC for comment.  Ms. McQuade responded that the SRS does not have the authority to do that.  
Ms. Crockett moved to reconsider the vote.  A motion to reconsider can only be made by an EC member that voted in opposition in the previous vote.  A motion to reconsider does not change the main motion but it is amendable.  Mr. True moved to reconsider the motion.  Mr. Rodriguez seconded the motion.  He made the motion because the consequences of failing to pass the recommendation were not discussed prior to the vote.  It appeared that the results of the vote were less acceptable than passing the recommendation.  The motion passed a simple majority vote roll call vote.
Mr. Gallagher moved, seconded by Mr. True, to approve the original motion.  
Mr. Rodriguez moved to amend the motion to approve the BPS Parallel Flow Visualization recommendation for NERC to use in its parallel operations test and delay ratification until the earlier of either 1) completion of the operations test demonstrating that the standards are sufficient as written or 2) subsequent modification of these standards.  Mr. Hossain seconded the motion.  Mr. Wood noted that the recommendation has to be ratified in order to become a standard.   Mr. Rodriguez changed the wording from “delay ratification” to “delay filing with FERC.”  He recognized that the voluntary nature of the recommendation would not require participants to provide data to NERC.  Rather, the recommendation could be used to demonstrate NERC and NAESB’s collaboration.  
Ms. Otondo expressed concern with approving a standard that was not a standard, in the traditional sense.  Mr. Rodriguez responded that NAESB was a standard setting body, it was not created to make guidelines or suggestions.  Sometimes, incremental standards are necessary.  In this situation, it provides NERC data it does not currently have.  While it does not solve the problem, it gives NERC a starting point to look at the problem.  If NAESB does not develop the interim solution, it opens the door for FERC to make the decision for the industry.  Ms. Otondo respectfully disagreed.  Mr. Harshbarger noted the bylaws as amended by the Board of Directors on November 21, 2008 state, “standard means a protocol or procedure for the conduct of specified acts or transactions.”  It does not put any restrictions on time or duration, it covers multiple situations and he no longer had a problem with the current recommendation.
Mr. Pritchard asked Mr. Rodriguez if he was going to propose removing the sunset date.  Mr. Rodriguez stated he would do whichever was more likely to pass because he was confident that there would be a permanent solution before either of the two provisions were met.  Mr. Pritchard suggested several wording changes to the motion.  The motion was reworded to state, “Motion to approve the BPS Parallel Flow Visualization recommendation, excluding the November 1, 2011 sunset provision, and to include all the BPS recommended changes for NERC to use in its parallel operations test and delay any filing with FERC of the standards until the earlier of either 1) completion of the operations test demonstrating that the standards are sufficient as written or 2) subsequent modification of these standards.”  Mr. Rodriguez and Mr. Hossain accepted the revisions as friendly amendments to their motion to amend the original motion.    
Mr. Skiba asked if the motion could contain the language regarding the delay of filing with the FERC when that goes beyond the scope of the EC.  Ms. Crockett, as chairman of the Board of Directors, offered to recommend the delay in filing to the Managing Committee.  The motion was revised to read, “Motion to approve the BPS Parallel Flow Visualization recommendation, excluding the November 1, 2011 sunset provision, and to include all the BPS recommended changes for NERC to use in its parallel operations test.  It is our understanding that the Chairman of the NAESB Board of Directors will recommend to delay any filing with FERC of the standards until the earlier of either 1) completion of the operations test demonstrating that the standards are sufficient as written or 2) subsequent modification of these standards.”

The motion did not garner enough votes to make a determination.  A notational ballot will be distributed to the  EC members who did not vote and were not represented by alternates.  The motion subsequently passed via notational ballot.
6.
Review, discuss, identify changes and vote to approve changes to the 2010 Annual Plan to be 
proposed to the Board of Directors
The WEQ EC reviewed the 2010 Annual Plan and modified it accordingly.  Mr. True moved, seconded by Mr. Harshbarger, to approve the annual plan as modified.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.
7.
Review, discuss, identify changes and vote to approve the 2011 Annual Plan to be proposed to the 
Board of Directors 
The WEQ EC reviewed the 2011 Annual Plan.  Ms. Crockett moved to adopt the annual plan with the caveat that the 4th quarter 2010 items may move.  Mr. Skiba seconded the motion.  The motion unanimously passed a simple majority vote.  
8.
Subcommittee Updates

Due to time constraints the Subcommittee Updates were not discussed.  
9.
Board of Directors, Board Committee and Regulatory Updates

Due to time constraints the Board and Regulatory Updates were not discussed.
11.
Other Business

Ms. McQuade noted sections 7.5 and 10.5 of the WEQ Procedures require occupied EC seats to revert to vacant at the end of the term and would have to be held vacant for 90 days before they could revert back to at-large for the previous seat holder to reclaim the seat.  A leadership meeting was held to address this process as it impacts several Board and EC seats.  The two sections were interpreted by leadership to mean that, should an individual be nominated from the original subsegment, they would receive deference.  If not, the seat would not be held vacant for 90 days as long as there was an at-large representative to fill it.
12. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved, seconded by Mr. True, to adjourn the meeting at 4:00 PM Eastern.  
10.
Attendance 
	NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD  
WEQ EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE

	Votes
	S – indicates an affirmative vote, O – indicates a vote in opposition, A – indicates an abstention, NB – indicates a vote cast through notational ballot and a blank cell indicates that the voter did not vote. The motions fro which the voting results are detailed below are noted in the minutes.

	Attendance
	Transmission Segment
	Subsegment
	WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a.i – Vote 1
	Motion to Reconsider
	WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a.i – Vote 2

	In Person
	R. Kovacs fro Patrick McGovern 
	Georgia Transmission Corporation
	Muni/Coop
	O
	S
	O

	Phone
	Y. Coleman for Luke O’Dwyer 
	Salt River Project
	Fed/State/Prov.
	
	S
	S

	In Person
	JT Wood for Daryl McGee 
	Southern Company Services
	IOU
	S
	S
	S

	In Person
	Edward Davis
	Entergy Services, Inc.
	IOU
	O
	O
	O

	In Person
	Marceline Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	at large 
	O
	A
	A

	In Person
	Bob Harshbarger 
	Puget Sound Energy
	at large
	O
	S
	S

	Phon
	H. Mat-Amin for Michelle Mizumori
	Western Electricity Coordinating Council
	At-Large
	A
	S
	S

	Generation Segment
	Subsegment 
	
	
	

	Phone
	William J. Gallagher 
	Vermont Public Power Supply Authority
	Muni/Coop
	S
	
	S

	In Person
	Kathy York
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Fed/State/Prov.
	S
	S
	S

	In Person
	John Ciza
	Southern Company Services
	IOU
	S
	S
	S

	In Person
	Alan Johnson 
	NRG Energy, Inc.
	Merchant
	S
	S
	O

	In Person
	L. Oberski for Trent Carlson
	RRI Energy Services, Inc.
	at large
	S
	S
	S

	In Person
	Shah Hossain
	Westar Energy, Inc.
	at large
	O
	O
	S

	Marketers/Brokers Segment
	Subsegment
	
	
	

	
	Chris Norton
	American Municipal Power, Inc.
	Muni/Coop
	
	
	S (NB)

	In Person
	V. Crockettt alt. for Belinda. Thornton
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Fed/State/Prov.
	S
	S
	S

	
	Richard Lehman
	Salt River Project
	at large
	
	
	S (NB)

	
	John Apperson
	PacifiCorp Energy
	IOU
	
	
	S (NB)

	In Person
	Roy True
	ACES Power Marketing
	at large
	O
	S
	S

	
	Barry Green
	Electric Power Supply Association (EPSA)
	at large
	
	
	O (NB)

	Distribution/Load Serving Entities (LSE) Segment
	Subsegment:
	
	
	

	
	Ray Phillips 
	Alabama Municipal Electric Authority
	Muni/Coop
	
	
	S (NB)

	In Person
	Alan Pritchard 
	Duke Energy Corporation
	IOU
	A
	S
	S

	
	Rufus D. Gladney
	Consumers Energy Company
	IOU
	
	
	S (NB)

	In Person
	Robert Martinko 
	FirstEnergy Service Company
	at large
	O
	O
	S

	
	Syd Berwager
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Other
	
	
	S (NB)

	In Person
	Andy Rodriquez
	NERC
	At-Large
	S
	S
	S

	End Users Segment
	Subsegment:
	
	
	

	
	Aaron Breidenbaugh
	EnerNOC, Inc.
	at large
	
	
	S (NB)

	
	Lou Ann Westerfield
	Idaho Public Utilities Commission, rep. National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners
	Regulator
	
	
	S (NB)

	
	Christopher Kotting
	Public Utility Commission of Ohio
	at large
	
	
	S (NB)

	
	Paul Sorenson 
	Open Access Technology International, Inc.
	At-Large
	
	
	S (NB)

	Independent Grid Operators/Planners Segment
	
	
	

	Phone
	C. Wesley for Thomas Bowe
	PJM Interconnection
	O
	O
	O

	In Person
	Jim Castle 
	New York Independent System Operator, Inc.
	S
	S
	S

	In Person
	Matt Goldberg
	ISO New England, Inc.
	S
	S
	S

	Phone
	Nancy Traweek
	California ISO
	A
	A
	A (NB)

	Phone
	Joel Mickey
	Electric Reliability Council of Texas
	A
	A
	S

	In Person
	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	O
	O
	O

	In Person
	J. Womack for Charles Yeung 
	Southwest Power Pool
	O
	O
	O

	Technology and Services
	
	
	

	Phone
	Jim Buccigross
	8760, Inc
	
	S
	S


	Other Participant Attendance

	Participant
	Organization
	Attendance

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	 In Person

	Jim Busbin
	Southern Compnay
	Phone

	Ernie Cardone
	NYISO
	Phone

	Cory Cummings
	NAESB
	In Person

	Tony Dobbins
	FERC
	In Person

	Michele Greening
	PPL Energy Plus
	Phone

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	In Person

	Rae McQuade
	NAESB
	In Person

	BJ Moghadam
	PacifiCorp
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone

	Mark Robinson
	SPP
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person

	Veronica Thomason
	NAESB
	In Person

	Dean Ulch
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Jill Vaughn
	Court Reporter
	In Person
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