[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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

 September 2, 2004

TO:
NAESB WEQ Business Practice Subcommittee (BPS) Participants and Interested Parties

FROM:
DeDe Kirby, NAESB Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Business Practice Subcommittee Meeting Final Minutes– August 10-11, 2004

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

BUSINESS PRACTICE SUBCOMMITEE MEETING

August 10-11, 2004 in Houston, TX hosted by NAESB
 Final Minutes
1.  
Welcome

Mr. Cox called the meeting to order and welcomed the participants.  The participants in the room introduced themselves, followed by those participating via conference call.  
2.
Antitrust
Ms. Kirby gave the antitrust advice.
3.
Adoption of the Agenda
Mr. Busbin made a motion to adopt the agenda without modification.  Mr. Davis seconded the motion, and the agenda was adopted by consent.
4.
Adoption of 7/7-8/04 Draft Minutes
Mr. Desselle moved to adopt the 7/7-8/04 draft minutes without modification.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Davis and the draft minutes were adopted by consent.
5.
Review of NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership Meeting (August 2-3, Chicago)
Mr. Cox explained the background for the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership Meeting held August 2-3 in Chicago, IL.  Several important decisions were made by the NERC/NAESB Version 0 leadership during this meeting regarding Version 0 Reliability Standards and Business Practices.  These decisions can be found in the document “Summary of NERC/NAESB Joint TF to Recommend Assignment of BPs – Revised 2” located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps081004w6.doc.  (Hereafter referred to as “Collaborative Agreement.”)
Mr. Dison explained that an agreement had been reached at this meeting between the NERC and NAESB Version 0 leadership regarding the “shadowing” of the standards.  All of the NAESB Version 0 Business Practices were discussed at length and divided appropriately between NERC and NAESB, in order to discontinue the use of “shadowing” in the NERC Version 0 Reliability Standards and NAESB Version 0 Business Practices.  However, Mr. Dison added that NERC and NAESB would jointly file the TLR (Transmission Loading Relief) Standard.  Both NERC and NAESB would use the same language and format in their TLR standards.  Mr. Dison continued by explaining that NERC and NAESB would work together to divide up TLR between NERC and NAESB for Version 1, with goal date for Version 1 being year end 2005.  No duplication will exist between the NERC and NAESB TLR in Version 1.    

Mr. Dison commented that all decisions made regarding the Version 0 BPs at the August 2-3, NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting were subject to the comments submitted on draft 1 of Version 0 BPs.  Mr. Dison explained that a decision (from NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership August 2-3 meeting) regarding what portions of the policies should be included in Version 0 BPs and NERC reliability standards could possibly change if overwhelming response by the industry indicated it should.  Mr. Dison also explained that the decisions made at the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership Meeting were also subject to change based on the NERC Operating Committee’s approval.  Mr. Dison explained that the agreement reached by NERC and NAESB at the Version 0 Leadership meeting in Chicago, August 2-3 would be finalized at the 8/16/04 JIC meeting, in Houston the following week.  
Mr. Yeung questioned whether the industry would be able to locate a needed portion of a standard, if certain portions of a standard would be located in a NAESB business practice and other portions of the same standard would be located in a NERC reliability standard.  Mr. Desselle explained that these standards would include cross-referencing between NERC and NAESB, to be included at a later date.

Mr. Johnson questioned whether the actual ACE equation from NERC Operating Policy 1 would be incorporated in NERC’s Version 0.  Mr. Johnson continued by adding that he was under the impression that it had not been included.  Mr. Lohrman replied that the exclusion of the actual ACE equation was an oversight on the part of NERC, and that it was the intention of NERC to incorporate the equation into Version 0.   Please refer to the document “Collaborative Agreement” cited above for further reference of what is to be included in NERC’s Reliability Standard 001 (Reliability Standard pertaining to ACE).   
Mr. Saini questioned what portions of ACE, identified by NERC to be reliability requirements (in addition to those specifically pointed out in the Collaborative Proposal), were to be included in NERC’s Reliability Standard 001.  Mr. Dison commented that NERC would be identifying reliability requirements from ACE to be included in NERC’s Reliability Standard shortly and that NAESB would remove from its business practice those reliability items identified and included by NERC.

Mr. Cox then reviewed the changes that had been made to Time Error Correction BP at the August 2-3 Version 0 Leadership meeting in Chicago.  These changes are reflected in the above cited document.  Mr. Davis commented on the change included in the subsection “Operating Policy 1D and Appendix 1D – Time Error Correction” of the Collaborative Agreement that stated NERC would include in its reliability standard that “the Time Monitor for an Interconnection must be a Reliability Authority.”   Mr. Davis added that this provision in the NERC standard might not provide enough information as to who will be the actual Reliability Authority.  Mr. Lohrman explained that it is not agreeable to NERC for NAESB business practices to include and specify what is to be included in NERC reliability standards.  Mr. Lohrman continued to explain that this was not agreeable to NERC because if NAESB policy (when adopted by the FERC) includes specifications regarding NERC standards then those NERC standards have essentially been adopted by the FERC.  Mr. Desselle added that it would not be appropriate for NAESB to include references or portions of NERC Reliability Standards.

Mr. Cox continued by going over the changes made to Inadvertent Interchange at the August 2-3 Version 0 Leadership meeting in Chicago.  Please reference the Collaborative Agreement cited above for more information on those decisions.  Mr. Dison questioned Mr. Lohrman if NERC had reviewed Appendix 1F Section C “On Peak and Off Peak Periods”, and decided whether to incorporate the appendix in its reliability standard, as per the agreement stated in the Collaborative Agreement document.  Mr. Lohrman replied that although no official conclusive decision had been made by NERC, it seemed that the decision at NERC was for NAESB to decide what on peak and off peak will be and NERC will reference NAESB.

Mr. Dison explained that in regards to Inadvertent Interchange, portions of the accounting practices in this standard are needed for NAESB use (specifically any aspects of accounting needed for the business practices purposes of payback) and portions are needed for NERC reliability use (specifically the inadvertent accounting and metering requirements necessary for reliability.)  Mr. Dison further explained that although unintentional, areas of overlap in the NAESB Business Practice and the NERC Reliability Standard will exist due to the above situation.  Mr. Cox (NAESB team leader for Inadvertent Interchange) added that he would include only the accounting practices needed for the business practices purposes of payback in the NAESB Inadvertent Interchange Business Practice.

Mr. Dison added that team leaders in charge of the drafting of the business practices should keep in mind when revising the BP’s that although the same language found in the equivocal NERC Operating Policy was not necessary, the content and intent should not change for Version 0 purposes.    

Mr. Cox then continued by reviewing the decisions made regarding CIBP (Coordinate Interchange Business Practice) at the August 2-3 Version 0 Leadership meeting in Chicago.  Mr. Dison explained to the group that NAESB will remove Appendix 3A1 from its business practice, and reference NERC for the table found in Appendix 3A4 if NERC decides to keep Appendix 3A4.  (Please reference the “Collaborative Agreement” cited above for more information.)  

Mr. Carter (team leader for NAESB CIBP) explained that he recognized that NERC may decide to keep Appendix 3A4 in its Version 0 Reliability Standards, regardless of prior decisions made by the CIBP task force.  Mr. Scott commented that the CIBP task force had already agreed to what was reliability v. commercial within CIBP, and questioned the inclusion of Appendix 3A4 within the NERC Reliability Standards.  Mr. Lohrman commented that these concerns should be brought before the NERC Operating Committee.  Mr. Dison reminded the group that regardless of NERC’s decision on Appendix 3A4, NAESB would still be able to reference the material within it for business practice purposes.  
Mr. Cox next reviewed the decisions made regarding the proposed business practice Emergency Operations (NERC Operating Policy 5C) at the August 2-3 NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership Meeting in Chicago.  Mr. Dison explained that NAESB agreed to withdraw this proposed business practice from the Version 0 Business Practice Standards.  Mr. Dison added that it was the intent of NAESB to include these standards as part of the NAESB Version 1 effort, but that NERC would include this standard as part of the Version 0 Reliability Standards.  

Mr. Cox then reviewed the decisions pertaining to NAESB’s Transmission Loading Relief Business Practice (NERC Operating Policy Appendices 9C1, 9C1B, and 9C1C) at the August 2-3 NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting in Chicago.   Mr. Dison reviewed the provisions in the agreement as stated above in these minutes.  Mr. Dison reminded the group that the NAESB TLR Business Practice would only address the Eastern Interconnection.  NAESB TLR Business Practice would address ERCOT and the Western Interconnection only if a request was made to do so.  Please refer to this section of the “Collaborative Agreement” for more information.  Ms. Rehman commented that both NERC and NAESB filing a TLR meant that two compliances would be in existence – both at NERC and FERC.   Mr. Dison reminded the group that two compliances, regarding TLR, were already in existence today and that Version 1 will delete all duplication between NAESB’s TLR Business Practice and NERC’s TLR Reliability Standard.  

6.
Review of Comments
Mr. Dison asked the group for suggestions on how to go about reviewing the comments submitted on draft 1 of the NAESB Version 0 Business Practices.  The group decided to first capture the comments pertaining to proposed content changes, and then address the rewording and reformatting changes proposed.  Mr. Dison asked that participants in the day’s meeting (August 10-11) who submitted comments, should be prepared to review and explain those submitted comments with the group.  

Mr. Dison continued by reminding the group that any comments submitted that suggest content changes not found in the original NERC Operating Policy, are beyond the scope of Version 0 but would be welcomed as a request for later changes (Version 1 or later versions.)  Mr. Dison added that all comments addressing the earlier proposed NAESB Emergency Operations Business Practices would not be addressed by this group due to the withdrawal of this business practice from NAESB Version 0.  

Mr. Desselle reminded the group to keep track of any accepted changes that would alter the NAESB Version 0 recommendation (Collaborative Agreement document) to the Joint Interface Committee meeting on Monday, August 16.  

Review of Comments Submitted by Kathy Davis from TVA
The group began by reviewing the comments submitted by Kathy Davis from TVA found on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w1.doc.  As a result of this set of comments, the group decided to reinstate the subsection “Customer Preferences on Timing to Call TLR” (from NERC Operating Policy Appendix 9C1B) into the NAESB TLR Business Practice.

Review of Comments Submitted by Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie
The group then reviewed the comments submitted by Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w2.doc.   The first paragraph of general comments by Hydro-Quebec, regarding the “shadowing” of NERC Reliability Standards by NAESB Version 0 Business Practices, was addressed by the group by referring Hydro-Quebec to the Collaborative Agreement cited above.  The group addressed the second paragraph of general comments, regarding the numbering system to be employed by the NAESB Business Practices, by commenting that the WEQ is in the process of providing a numbering system for standards.  The group addressed the third paragraph of general comments regarding the consistency in terms employed in the BPs, by noting that HQ should submit a list of terms they would like to see defined and included within each business practice. (Please see the definitions section of the minutes below for further information on this topic.)
The group addressed HQ’s comment that TLR “should be limited to transaction priorities and processes to submit new transactions during congestion” by stating that this change seemed to alter the content from the original NERC Operating Policy and is therefore a Version 1 change.  
The group accepted HQ’s comment on ACE that “standards should not be presented as examples.”  Further discussion by the group on this topic indicated that examples in Version 0 Business Practices should not be found in standards, but rather should be located in attachments (appendices.)      
Review of Comments Submitted by TVA
The group tabled the comments submitted by TVA until the formatting portion of this meeting, with the approval of the participants from TVA.  (Ms. York explained that the TVA comments addressed proposed grammatical, definitions, and formatting changes.)

Review of Comments Submitted by Salt River Project (ACE)
The group then reviewed the comments submitted by Salt River Project (SRP) on draft 1 of the NAESB ACE Business located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w9.doc.  Comments to provide definitions of terms by SRP were acknowledged by the group and referred to the team leader for this business practice, Mr. Saini.  Mr. Saini will make the appropriate changes on whether to include these definitions, cross-reference these terms to the glossary, or include both definitions and cross-references.  Further discussion resulted in the group deciding that if an official NERC definition did not exist for this term, team leader Mr. Saini will make sure one is written and provided within the NAESB BP.  

Review of Comments Submitted by Salt River Project (TLR)
The group then reviewed the comments submitted by SRP pertaining to NAESB TLR BP located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w11.doc.  The group addressed the comment by SRP to include an introductory sentence (“The Western Interconnection utilizes the WECC Unscheduled Flow Reduction Procedure”) by initially rejecting the proposed change.  This led to discussion on whether or not NAESB should include Eastern Interconnection within the title of the TLR BP.  The group then decided that this topic would be discussed and reviewed by the NAESB and NERC representatives working on Version 0 TLR, as would all changes pertaining to TLR as it was essential for NERC and NAESB to reflect the same language and format in the TLR reliability standard and the TLR business practice.
The group reviewed the proposed change by SRP to Attachment E2 (subsection “TLR Levels 3a and 5a Issuing/Processing Time Requirement” number 4 and subsection “IDC Calculations and Reporting Requirements” number 2 of TLR BP) to reflect the appropriate page numbers.  Although the group did not accept this change, discussion ensued regarding the use of subsections instead of page numbers for references.  The TLR team leader Mr. Dison noted that he would review this proposed change resulting from WEQ BPS discussion and make the appropriate changes.
Review of Comments Submitted by Salt River Project (CIBP)
The group next reviewed the comments submitted by SRP on NAESB CIBP BP located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w12.doc.  The group commented that all formatting changes would be referred to the team leader of this BP to review and decide whether appropriate before the posting of draft 2.  Salt River’s comment to requirement 1.2 was rejected by the group, and the group further explained that the manner in which 1.2 was written is an appropriate representation of the application of the functional model to the application.  

SRP’s comment to add the word “Approval” before “Entity” in requirement 1.3 was accepted.  The group addressed SRP’s comment pertaining to requirement 3.0 (to combine requirement 2.0 and 3.0) by noting that although the group rejected the suggested change, the team leader would review requirement 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0 to decide if rewording was needed to reflect a more appropriate active voice in the requirements.

The group commented that SRP’s suggested change to requirement 6.0 represents a material change from current policy and is therefore not within the scope of Version 0.    The group responded to SRP’s suggested change to requirement 8.0 by noting that NAESB had mandated that the group be specific in their references to versions of standards and policies.  Therefore, the suggested change was rejected.  The group addressed SRP’s suggested change to requirement 8.2, regarding what entity (BA or PSE) would be responsible in faxing other Approval Entities, by noting that this issue was clarified in requirement 5.0 and therefore already correctly stated.  The group accepted SRP’s comment on requirement 9.0 to un-capitalize the word “Corrections.”  

The group then reviewed the comment submitted by SRP to change the term “Request for Interchange” to “Transaction Tag” in requirement 11.0.  The group then discussed how to more correctly state requirement 11.0 and 11.1.  The following is the rewording of Requirement 11.0 proposed by Mr. Busbin and accepted by the group: “All parties involved in the bilateral Interchange Transaction shall have, or arrange to have, personnel and facilities on site and immediately available from the beginning of the Market Period until the transaction has been completed for notification of changes to the Transaction Tag.”  Requirement 11.1 was then removed from NAESB CIBP.

The group then reviewed the comment to requirement 14.1 from SRP that 14.1 was essentially a reliability standard and questioned whether this section should refer to the applicable NERC standard rather than providing a separate definition.  The group referred this comment to Mr. Lohrman to raise and discuss at the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership call on August 13.  The group agreed that there should be no duplication between NERC and NAESB on this topic, and the comment was noted.  
The group accepted SRP’s comment to requirement 14.1 and 14.2 that “TAG” should be changed to “Interchange Transaction.”  

Mr. Dison then explained that suggested changes to Appendix A (NERC Operating Policy Appendix 3A1) would not be reviewed by the WEQ BPS because this appendix would no longer be included in the NAESB BP due to the agreement reached at the August 2-3 NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting.  

The group addressed SRP’s comment to Appendix B (NERC Operating Policy Appendix 3A2) by noting that under NERC/NAESB agreement, this appendix would be included in the NAESB CIBP.  The group then noted that SRP’s recommended change to the 1st bullet under “Interchange Transaction where the sink is in the Western Interconnection” was not within the scope of Version 0 because it would represent a material change to current policy.  The group noted SRP’s comment under the 3rd bullet of the same section and commented that reference to NAESB Appendix A would be changed to reference the appropriate NERC appendix.  

The group then addressed SRP’s comment to Appendix C that this appendix should be a reliability standard, by noting that this appendix was a NAESB BP under joint NERC/NAESB agreement and referred SRP to the “Collaborative Agreement” cited above.  The group addressed SRP’s comment to Appendix D being a reliability standard by also referring SRP to the “Collaborative Agreement” cited above.  However, the group did state that all comments suggesting that the proposed NAESB CIBP appendices were actually reliability standards would be appropriately weighed and noted.  

The group noted that the team leader will review the definitions contained in the subsection “Actors” (Appendix C) and make any changes, including placing them at the beginning of the document, that the team leader finds appropriate.  
The group did not accept SRP’s recommended change of the word “possible” instead of “optionally” to 1.2 and 1.2.1 of Appendix E.  Rather, the group changed the word “optionally” to “where applicable.”

The group noted that the team leader would review SRP’s comment to 2.1.2.2.2 of Appendix E that the definition of “Requesting Purchasing Selling Entity” contradicts the definition for the term at the beginning of the BP and make the appropriate changes.  Further discussion by the group led to a suggestion that the team leader review the use of “Requesting Purchasing Selling Entity” under the subsection “Using Multiple Transmission Reservations to Support a Single Leg of an Interchange Transaction” of Appendix E for appropriate clarification and capitalization.
Review of Comments Submitted by Salt River Project (Inadvertent Interchange)
The group then reviewed comments submitted by SRP pertaining to Inadvertent Interchange located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w13.doc.  The group accepted SRP’s suggestion to change requirement 1.4.1 to 1.5.  The group reviewed SRP’s suggested comment to requirement 3.1 (stating “data submitted to the Resource subcommittee survey contact is actually On Peak Off Peak schedules and actuals”) and noted that this comment will be reviewed at the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership conference call on August 13th.  Mr. Dison then noted that NERC will review whether or not to include the On Peak Off Peak Appendix (NERC Operating Policy Appendix 1F Section C) in their reliability standard (to be located in the NAESB Inadvertent BP as well) and that comments pertaining to this appendix will be reviewed after a final decision is made by the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership as to where all this appendix will be located.  Mr. Dison also noted that only the portions of the dispute resolution section needed for business practice purposes would be included in NAESB Inadvertent Interchange BP.  

Review of Comments Submitted by Salt River Project (Time Error Correction)
Next the group reviewed the comments submitted by SRP pertaining to Time Error Correction located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w14.doc.  The suggested adage by SRP of the word “Manual” to the title of this BP was rejected by the group.  The comments added by SRP under requirement 1.1 were noted by the group, but are outside the scope of Version 0.  Mr. Dison noted that requirement 1.2 had been removed from the NAESB BP pursuant to the agreement between NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership at the August 2-3 meeting.  The group noted that the suggested change in the comments by SRP to requirement 1.3 was outside the scope of Version 0.  After discussion, the group noted that the suggested change by SRP to move requirement 1.4 above 1.3 would not be accepted as the numbering was appropriate as is.  Mr. Davis commented that he would review SRPs comment to requirement 1.9 regarding the addition of a definition for “Time Notification Channels” and include the definition in the BP if appropriate.  The group also recommended that Mr. Davis review the suggested rewording changes by SRP to Appendix A “Time Error Correction Procedures” and decide whether or not it would be appropriate to make them.
Review of Comments Submitted by Florida Reliability Coordinating Council   

Then the group reviewed the comments submitted by Florida Reliability Coordinating Council located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w15.doc.  The group notes that FRCC’s general comments pertaining to the “shadowing” of standards was addressed by the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership August 2-3 meeting.  The group then noted that FRCC’s general comments pertaining to a numbering system for standards is being addressed by the WEQ.  The group then noted that as stated above, definitions are being clarified and reorganized by the team leaders.  

The group referred FRCC, regarding the comment that NERC should be left as the ultimate control of when time error accumulation is triggered, to the joint NERC/NAESB agreement made at the Version 0 Leadership meeting August 2-3.  The group addressed FRCC’s comment (reference to NERC/functional model) under the subsection Inadvertent Interchange, by noting that this issue is being addressed in the 2nd draft.            
The group then noted that the changes FRCC suggested to Appendix B section 4 of Inadvertent Interchange (dispute resolution) are Version 1 changes because it represents a change to existing policy.  
The group responded to FRCC’s general comments to ACE (should be no changes from present NERC guidelines or standards) by commenting that they believed NAESB ACE was an accurate conversion of NERC policy, but in light of FRCC’s comments the group recommended that the team leader review the BP for any errors. The group next reviewed FRCC’s comments to section 3 of ACE, that the meaning of the standard had been changed by the use of the words “should” and “shall” instead of “may also.”  The group accepted this comment that the wording “may also” was more appropriate terminology to employ.  The group added that the comment by FRCC to section 3 of ACE, “A metered tie that has only load on one side can be transferred to another BA by telemetry and be treated as a Pseudo Tie”, was a Version 1 enhancement.  

However, the group did review the suggested example by FRCC for section 3 of the NAESB ACE BP, “Load or Generation Transferred by Telemetry.”  Although the group did not accept the change FRCC proposed, the group did review and discuss section 3 and change it to reflect the following:

3. Load or Generation Transfer By Telemetry
Dynamic scheduling may be used for telemetered transfer of load or generation from one Balancing authority to another.

3.1 If dynamic scheduling is used to transfer load or generation by telemetry, both BALANCING AUTHORITIES shall modify their ACE equation as applicable.  When using dynamic scheduling the following process shall be used: 

3.1.1
To transfer load, the Balancing authority giving up the transferred 
load shall add the load to its ACE equation (+ISL).  

3.1.2 The Balancing authority accepting the load shall subtract the transferred load from its ACE equation ((ISL).

3.1.3 For generation, the Balancing authority giving up generation shall subtract it ((ISG) and the Balancing authority accepting the generation shall add it (+ISG ) to its ACE equation.
.  

The group next reviewed FRCC’s comments regarding CIBP.  The group addressed FRCC’s comment that the NAESB definitions in CIBP contradict NERC OC manual definitions, by noting the definitions used within CIBP are localized but that the team leader would try to address all definitions prior to draft 2.  The group also noted at this point that although more coordination might be needed between NERC and NAESB on CIBP to eliminate overlap and duplication, CIBP represents a substantial effort by NERC and NAESB to appropriately separate out business practices and reliability standards.  Any similarities that exist are necessary for differing reasons.  However, the group noted to the extent the CIBP task force and NERC IS have time to review the suggestions made in FRCC’s comments, they will do so and decide if FRCC’s suggested changes are necessary and appropriate.  Further discussion led to the following suggestion by the group for the CIBP task force: when (time allowing) the CIBP task force completes a review of FRCC’s comments, the CIBP task force will make a recommendation to the WEQ BPS, WEQ ESS, and the appropriate NERC sub/committees on what changes are deemed appropriate to make.  
The group referred FRCC’s comment on TLR to the agreement made at the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting, August 2-3.  

Review of Comments Submitted by WECC
Next the group reviewed comments submitted by WECC, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w16.doc.  The group responded to WECC’s general comment by noting that NAESB standards are national standards unless otherwise noted within the standard.

Review of Comments Submitted by Mirant
Mr. Johnson then led the group through comments submitted by Mirant, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w17.pdf.  Mr. Johnson noted the group had already addressed Mirant’s comments to Time Error in their answers to prior comments.  Mr. Johnson then noted to the group that in NERC translation of requirement 2.1.2 of Inadvertent Interchange, the term CPS has been replaced with CPM and Mirant’s comments ask for consistency between NERC and NAESB.  Team leader for Inadvertent Interchange (Mr. Cox) will review the suggestion and make the appropriate changes.  

Mr. Johnson also commented that Mirant suggests the use of the term “Balancing Authority Area” instead of the term “Balancing Authority” in section 2.1.1.1 on Inadvertent Interchange.  Team Leader will review the suggestion and make the appropriate changes.  Mr. Johnson also noted that the cross-references in Inadvertent Interchange should be reviewed and clarified.  Once again, team leader will make the appropriate changes.

Mr. Johnson then noted that the group had already addressed Mirant’s comments regarding ACE while addressing previous comments.  

He pointed out that under section 8.0 of CIBP, the term “preferred method” should be more specific and say “ETAG” for Version 1 purposes.  The group noted that the team leader would review Mirant’s comment as to loss of detail within requirement 10.0 of CIBP, and make the appropriate changes.  Mr. Johnson then noted that the group had already addressed Mirant’s comments regarding requirement 11.0 while addressing previous comments.
Review of Comments Submitted by We Energies
The group next reviewed the comments submitted by We Energies, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w18.doc.   The group referred We’s comment regarding section 3 of ACE “Load or Generation Transfer Telemetry” to the rewording changes listed above in the FRCC Comment section.  The group then addressed the rest of We Energies comments by noting that they represented a change to existing policy and were therefore more appropriate for later versions of the BPs.
Review of Comments Submitted by National Grid  

Next the group reviewed comments submitted by National Grid, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w19.doc.  The group referred National Grid’s comment on the “shadowing” of standards to the agreement made at NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting, August 2-3 in Chicago.  The group then noted that in regards to the development of a joint operating manual, both NERC and NAESB recognize the need for the development of a JOM and are addressing this issue.  The group noted that National Grid’s comment to 2.2 of Inadvertent Interchange was a change in existing policy, and therefore was a Version1 discussion or change.  

Review of Comments Submitted by TAPS
Next, the group reviewed comments submitted by TAPS (Transmission Access Policy Study), located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w22.doc.  The group noted that TAPS comment regarding the “shadowing” of standards had been addressed at the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting, August 2-3.  Please refer to the “Collaborative Agreement” cited above.  The group responded to TAPS comment that the proposed approach of “no changes to intent” during the conversion of Version 0 did not seem to have upheld in places, by noting that all changes to intent that TAPS specifically notes will be addressed by the group.  The group reaffirmed that Version 0 should contain no changes of intent from current policy.  

The group referred TAPS comment regarding section 3 of ACE to the rewording changes listed above in the FRCC comment section.  The group noted and weighed TAPS comment that the appendices of CIBP should not be converted to Version 0 BPs.  The group referred TAPS comment regarding TLR to “Collaborative Agreement” from the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting, August 2-3.  

Review of Comments Submitted by Progress Energy
Next, the group reviewed the comments submitted by Progress Energy located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w21.doc.  The group commented that it had already been decided that NAESB would have Version 0 BPs, in reference to Progress’s general comments.  The group noted that Progress’s comments to CIBP are Version 1 changes.  The group then noted that Progress’s comments to TLR have already been addressed by the “Collaborative Agreement” document from the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting, August 2-3.  The group noted that Progress’s comments regarding ACE are noted and weighed.  The group referred Progress’s comments to Time Error (last sentence noting that the RA may terminate a time error correction in order to preserve reliability) to the “Collaborative Agreement” document from the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership meeting, August 2-3.  

The group recessed for the day.

Review of Comments Submitted by Entergy
Mr. Davis led the review of the comments submitted by Entergy located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps070904w20.doc.  At this point the group asked that it be noted that redlines on Entergy’s comments represent the inclusion of comments by Entergy.   The group noted that Entergy’s general comment to Time Error was a Version 1 comment.  The group then noted that Entergy’s general comment to ACE was noted and was consistent with the agreement reached by NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership at August 2-3 meeting.  The group noted that team leader will review and address all grammar, spelling, format, and rewording suggestions made by Entergy and make the appropriate changes.  The group accepted Entergy’s comment for the inclusion of recommended requirement 1.1 to Time Error so that more active language is reflected.  The group asked that the team leader review the original intent of the policy behind requirement 1.6.1, before changing “may” to “shall” in reference to Entergy’s comment.  

The group noted that requirement 1.7 had been removed from Time Error BP in deference to the agreement made between NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership at August 2-3 meeting.  The group then accepted Entergy’s comment to reflect more active language in requirement 1.8 of Time Error.  
The group noted that proposed clarifications to Appendix A by Entergy are accepted.  Discussion took place over moving all requirements out of the appendix and into the standard.  The team leader will make the appropriate changes to make sure all requirements are located in the BP standard, and not in the appendix.  (This includes moving the 3 requirements under the subsection “For the Eastern Interconnection” and the requirement number 1 under subsection “For all Interconnections” into the body of the standard text.)  Mr. Davis commented that as team leader, he would attempt to also include the table under Appendix A within the BP standard text.  

The group then moved on to review Entergy’s comments regarding Inadvertent Interchange.  The group accepted Entergy’s suggested change of “will not” to “shall only” in requirement 1.3 of Inadvertent Interchange.  After discussion, the suggested addition by Entergy of requirement 1.4.2 was accepted by the group as a clarifying statement, referencing error adjustment procedure under NERC Operating Policy Appendix 1F.  

The group accepted and added back in all of the Entergy recommended additions to requirement 2 (Inadvertent Interchange payback) and commented that these additional requirements had been excluded as an oversight on the part of the group.  The group noted that Entergy’s recommended additions to requirement 3 would be addressed after the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership conference call on August 13th.  The group noted that Entergy’s comments and additions to requirement 4 would also be postponed until a final disposition had been made in regards to the disposition and location of NERC Operating Policy Appendix 1F by the NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership.
Entergy’s comments regarding Appendix A (On Peak/Off Peak) were also postponed for the above reason.  

The group however did accept Entergy’s changes of “will” to “shall” in Appendix B – Inadvertent Interchange Dispute Resolution Process.

The group then reviewed Entergy’s comments on ACE.  The group noted that the example contained in requirement 1.1 should either be moved to an appendix or reformatted and reworded so that any requirements are not encapsulated within the example.  Mr. Davis raised a concern that employing the use of the two examples might lead to an interpretation that Pseudo – ties and Dynamic Schedules are the only accepted methods for owners in the Area Control Error equation to account for jointly owned units.  Team leader Mr. Saini noted that when he rewrites this requirement, he would do so in a manner that did not superficially misguide the reader.  The group also noted that the team leader should review other recommended grammar and rewording changes and make them if appropriate.

Next, the group reviewed Entergy’s comments on CIBP.  The group noted that the team leader would review the general comments included by Entergy at the beginning of the standard, as well as those included under “Business Practices”, and make any appropriate and necessary changes.  Rewording suggestions to requirement 2.0 and 4.0 were also referred to the team leader for review and decision on whether more active language was needed.  The rewording suggestion in requirement 3 by Entergy of “verify” to “arrange” was not accepted by the group.  The group also noted that the change to requirement 8.0 was not accepted, due to a NAESB mandate for references to versions and policies to be specific.  The group referred Entergy’s comment on requirement 11.1 to the changes made earlier and found above in the Salt River comment section of these minutes.   The group referred Entergy’s proposed changes to requirement 13.0 and 13.1 to the team leader for review to decide whether the changes are appropriate and necessary.  The group also noted that Appendix A had been removed from the NAESB BP, and was now contained within NERC Reliability Standards.  The group also noted that “Control Area” should be changed to “Balancing Area” in Appendix B.  

The group then reviewed Entergy’s comments on TLR.  The group noted that Entergy’s suggested addition of an introductory sentence would need to be discussed and reviewed with NERC.  Mr. Dison explained that changes to TLR would be reviewed with NERC due to the joint filing of TLR by NERC and NAESB and the need for same language and format.  Mr. Dison noted that Entergy’s suggested changes to requirement 1.2 would be addressed in the same manner.  The group accepted Entergy’s suggestion of a reference to Attachment E2 in requirement 2.5.2.  
Mr. Davis commented that the suggested rewording to requirement 2.8.2 was different from original NERC policy and he suggested that it should be changed to reflect original NERC policy.  Mr. Dison explained that the language employed in 2.8.2 was taken from suggestions NERC had made in a redline version sent to NAESB, and therefore reflected the approved wording of 2.8.2 by NERC.  The group rejected the suggested change by Entergy.  However, Mr. Dison noted that he would review this change with NERC representatives working on the NERC TLR Reliability Standard.  
The group noted that the general comment to requirement 4 pertaining to “discussion sections” proposed by Entergy would be reviewed by the team leader and discussed with NERC to make all appropriate changes.   The group noted that the Entergy comment to requirement 6.2.5.6 would be addressed in the same manner as above.  

All rewording and grammar changes will be reviewed by the team leader, including those found in the submitted TVA comments.  

Mr. Yeung then questioned if all comments pertaining to TLR were being submitted through the NAESB process.  Mr. Dison responded that he could not account for any comments NERC had received regarding TLR.  
                            

7.
Version 0 BPs (Appendices, Glossary/Definitions, Formatting)
Mr. Dison reminded the team leaders that all requirements in the BPs were to be included in the general text of the BP, and not in an appendix or attachment.  Mr. Desselle questioned whether making this change would result in the NAESB BPs being significantly different from the NERC Reliability Standards.  Mr. Dison commented that NERC will have no requirements within NERC appendices.  It was decided to go ahead with the decision for the NAESB BP Appendices to contain no requirements.  Mr. Dison added that text in appendices should be limited to examples, reference material, and discussion comments.  Mr. Dison commented that this would require every team leader to change their BP somewhat.  There were no objections by the team leaders and Mr. Dison noted that this accepted change was guidance for draft 2 of the BPs.  

Mr. Dison commented that the WEQ Glossary subcommittee was working on a glossary that was a “living document,” meaning that the glossary is a constant changing document instead of an adopted standard.  NAESB is proposing that each BP have a set of included definitions at the beginning of the BP and that these terms also be included in the WEQ glossary.  If a term has multiple meanings those multiple meanings will be reflected in the glossary.  Mr. Dison suggested that if a term was defined in the glossary in the manner appropriate for the BP, the team leader should employ the definition used in the glossary.  He added that the intent of the definitions will be to reflect the definition NERC employs, if the term has been defined by NERC in their standards.  Mr. Dison then asked that all of the participants send a suggested list of terms to be defined to the team leader of the particular BP in which the terms are located.  Mr. Dison requested that the NAESB office send an email to the group participants listing the team leader’s name, email address, and assigned business practice.     
After discussion, the group requested that the NAESB office complete a formatting template for the team leaders to utilize.  Mr. Dison asked that this template be sent to all team leaders.  
The group then discussed R03017 “Operate Within Limits.”  Mr. Dison explained to the group that the WEQ EC had assigned this request to the WEQ BPS out of the WEQ SRS for standards development.  Due to the encompassing nature of this request, Mr. Dison recommended that a joint task force be raised to address all of the standards development issues associated with congestion management.  Although there was discussion on this subject and a motion made by Ms. Rehman for the creation of the task force, the group decided to defer further discussion of this topic until future meetings.  This suggestion was made to allow for the group to have additional time to review R03017.  Ms. Rehman withdrew her motion for the creation of a task force to address standards development under R03017.  

8.
Adjourn
Ms. York made a motion to adjourn the meeting, which was seconded by Mr. Busbin.  The meeting was adjourned at 12:02 p.m. on August 11th.   
9.  
Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Days Attended
	In Person/via Phone

	Bilke, Terry
	MISO
	Aug 10 & 11
	Phone

	Brown, Gordon
	California ISO
	Aug 11
	Phone

	Busbin, Jim
	Southern Co.
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Carter, Roman
	Southern Co.
	Aug 10 
	Phone

	Comeaux, Keith
	Cleco
	Aug 10 & 11
	Phone

	Cox, Phil
	AEP
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Crockett, Valerie
	TVA
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Davis, Ed
	Entergy
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Deselle, Michael
	AEP
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Dison, Joel
	Southern Co.
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Feuerbacher, Paula
	ERCOT
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Green, Barry
	Ontario Power Generation
	Aug 10
	Phone

	Kedrowski, Barb
	We Energies
	Aug 10 & 11
	Phone

	Kirby, DeDe
	NAESB
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Lohrman, Bill
	NERC
	Aug 10 
	In Person

	Manson, Michelle
	Conectiv Energy
	Aug 10
	Phone

	Odle, Dave
	ERCOT
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Rager, Denise
	NAESB
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Rehman, Barbara
	BPA
	Aug 10 & 11
	Phone

	Robinson, Johnny
	Entergy
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Saini, Narinder
	Entergy
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Scott, Gordon
	NERC
	Aug 10
	Phone

	Smith, Jerry
	Arizona Public Service
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	Williams, Bob
	Florida Muni. Power Agency
	Aug 10 & 11
	Phone

	Yeung, Charles
	SPP
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person

	York, Kathy
	TVA
	Aug 10 & 11
	In Person
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