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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 31, 2004

NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

BUSINESS PRACTICE SUBCOMMITEE MEETING

August 31, 2004 in Houston, TX hosted by NAESB
 Final Minutes
1.  
Welcome

Mr. Dison 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. Dison suggested that adoption of the 8/10-11 revised draft minutes (item #4) be moved on the agenda until the afternoon session of the meeting, in order to utilize web x conferencing if needed.  He added that item #7 “Review of Submitted Definitions and Definition Process” would be included under item #6 “Review of Draft 2 BPs”.  He clarified that the definitions submitted for each BP would be included in the review of each BP.  Absent objection from the group and including the modifications, the agenda was adopted by consent. 
4.
Adoption of 8/10-11/04 Draft Minutes
Adoption of the 8/10-11/04 draft minutes was moved later in the agenda.
5.
Update on Version 0 BPs
· NERC/NAESB Version 0 Leadership Meeting (August 13th conference call)

· Joint Interface Meeting (August 16th)

· NERC Version 0 Standards Draft Team Meeting (August 18th – 20th)

Mr. Dison reviewed the meetings listed above, as well as any changes to the Version 0 effort that occurred as a result of these meetings.  He referred the group to the chart entitled “NAESB Version 0 BPs: Decisions, Accepted Comments, and Agreements” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps083104w3.doc.  Mr. Dison added that the NERC Version 0 Drafting Team, at the August 18th -20th meeting, recommended that NAESB discuss the inclusion of Capacity Benefit Margin (CBM) and Available Transfer Capacity (ATC) as part of the Version 0 Business Practices.  Mr. Dison added that Mr. Johnson and Ms. Rehman agreed to work on creating these BPs.  Mr. Dison explained that if NAESB decided to post these potential BPs for draft 2 comments, CBM and ATC would be posted with the appropriate caveats – i.e. that NAESB is posting CBM and ATC upon recommendation of NERC Standards Drafting Team, and that NAESB will wait to officially move the potential BPs until after industry comments have been reviewed.

Mr. Cox discussed Inadvertent Interchange, and the agreement NERC and NAESB came to on the August 13th conference call: please see “Collaborative Agreement” for further information, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_jic081604w2.doc.  Mr. Dison discussed the NERC Drafting Team’s decision to change “Reliability Authority (RA)” to “Reliability Coordinator (RC)” in the NERC Version 0 Reliability Standards.  Mr. Dison explained that NERC sent a mass email to notify the industry that all certifications would be halted until the issue of RA v. RC was resolved.  Mr. Dison added that although there was no quorum at the NERC SDT 18-20 meeting, it did appear that the language will revert back to Reliability Coordinator.  NERC’s posting for draft 2 was delayed as a result of this change in the language.

Mr. Saini questioned whether the NAESB BPs should change every RA back to RC.  Mr. Dison answered that the WEQ BPS would review the BPs and that each use of RA would be determined on a case by case basis.  Mr. Dison explained that this change of language should not delay NAESB in the posting of the Version 0 BPs draft 2, because the NERC SDT provided NAESB with a copy of TLR that includes the appropriate changes and because by definition the business practices have little interaction with RA.  However, he added that the group should know more about possible delays by the end of this meeting.

Mr. Dison reminded the group that this was the second, and not the final posting of the Business Practices.  He added that NERC had not yet informed him of when the Version 0 draft 2 Reliability Standards would be posted.     
6.
Review of Draft 2 BPs
· Content Changes

· Grammar and Format Changes

· Changes to CIBP (made at CIBP task force meeting August 16th)

Mr. Saini reviewed the changes made to ACE Business Practices (Area Control Error; Special Cases).  He reviewed changes made to ACE resulting from the draft 1 comments.  Mr. Saini added that these changes included removing examples from requirements and placing them in the appendix, and placing the entire standard within the template for BPs (provided to the team leaders by the NAESB office.)  Mr. Saini added that the definitions that he included in ACE were mainly from NERC Operating Policies.  He then reviewed the appendix to ACE and asked for comments.  

A comment from Ms. Crockett led Mr. Saini to include the acronym “JOU” for Jointly Owned Units in the BP, and to use the acronym instead of the term throughout the standard.  

Mr. Dison reviewed the status of the WEQ Glossary, and the decisions of the WEQ Executive Committee concerning the glossary from the July 24 EC meeting.  Mr. Dison explained that the only official NAESB definitions included in the glossary would be those definitions adopted in conjunction with standards.  Definitions included in the glossary that are not adopted in conjunction with a standard, will be termed related definitions.  Mr. Dison added that the WEQ BPS should review and evaluate the definitions included in the Version 0 BPs, in light of this decision by the EC.  Mr. Dison continued by explaining that the WEQ EC’s decision also meant the definitions utilized in the BPs did not have to come from the WEQ glossary or from the NERC Operating Policies, if a somewhat different definition was needed for use by the WEQ BPS in the standards.  He suggested that the WEQ BPS should define terms, already defined by NERC Operating Policies, as close as possible to the NERC definition.  He added that the WEQ BPS should only change a definition of a NERC defined term if a significant reason existed to do so.  

The group discussed the issues of definitions.  Mr. Wood stated that if a NAESB definition differed from a NERC definition, confusion could ensue over which definition to follow and members of the industry could choose the NERC definition.  Mr. Dison explained that the NAESB process of adopting standards was a stand alone process, and that if the industry accepted a NAESB definition then that definition will stand as the NAESB definition for that term.  Mr. Dison added that if the FERC adopts the definitions as written in NAESB, then the NAESB definitions will be the industry definitions.  He re-iterated that if a substantially significant reason existed for a NAESB definition to differ from the corresponding NERC definition, the WEQ BPS did not have to replicate that NERC definition.  However, Mr. Dison once again explained that if at all possible, the terms should match up for the benefit of the industry.

Mr. Saini questioned whether or not a definition should be written specific to the standard it is located in.  Mr. Cox replied that the BPS needed to be consistent in the definitions between the Version 0 Business Practices.  He added that if a distinctive change existed in a term between standards, then that change would need to be clarified.  Mr. Cox added that it might be a good idea to include the source of the definitions the team leaders included in the standards.  After discussion, the group decided that although this was a good idea, it was not pressing for the BPS to provide the source of the definition to the glossary subcommittee.  Mr. Yeung added that it was of the utmost importance for terms employed in the NAESB and NERC TLR standards to match.  The group agreed.   
The group continued with the discussion of the definitions included in ACE.  Mr. Dison commented that the term “Control Area” should most likely be changed to “Balancing Authority Area” because the term would most likely be changed in the NERC glossary.  He added that the BPS had an opportunity to change the language now, and after draft 2 the BPS could again review the use of the term for consistency with NERC.  Mr. Dison explained that the term “Interconnection” was defined differently in the NAESB glossary and the NERC Operating Policies.  Mr. Dison reminded the group that the goal was to remain consistent in the definitions employed in Version 0.  
In addition to the review and modifications of the definitions included in ACE, the group also recommended minor formatting changes and a change to the purpose statement.  These modifications can be viewed in the posted of comment draft 2 of ACE, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps_version0_draft2_9.doc.  

The group then began the discussion over the Time Error Correction Business Practice.  Mr. Davis led the review and pointed out the changes made to Time Error, resulting from draft 1 comments and 8/10-11 WEQ BPS meeting.  After discussion over the Time Error definitions, the group recommended that “Balancing Authority”, “Frequency Bias Setting”, “Interchange Schedule”, “Interconnection”, and “Interconnection Time Monitor” also be defined in the standard.  In addition, the group recommended that the defined term “Leap Second” be clarified.  Several minor changes were made to the requirements, including the change to requirement 1.3 to reflect the following: “An Interconnection Time Monitor shall exist for each Interconnection.”  Additional changes can be reviewed in the posted draft 2 Time Error Correction, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps_version0_draft2_1.doc. 
Mr. Dison questioned Ms. McQuade on the process the BPS should use in deciding which definitions were important to include in the business practices.  Ms. McQuade advised the group to only define terms that were necessary for the correct interpretation of the standard.  Mr. Dison suggested that the group then narrow down the number of definitions included in the standards, and only include necessary terms.  Mr. Cox explained that the previous reasoning of the BPS was for the team leaders to include terms they thought should be defined.  He suggested that the BPS maintain this reasoning.  
Mr. Cox then led the group in a review of Inadvertent Interchange Business Practice.  The term “Balancing Area Authorities” was modified to reflect the following language: “An electrical system bounded by interconnection (tie-line) metering and telemetry, where the Balancing Authority controls (either directly or by contract) generation to maintain its Interchange Schedule with other Balancing Authority Areas and contributes to frequency regulation of the Interconnection.”  The group then recommended that the team leaders revise the standards to reflect this definition if the term was included in their business practice.  Other terms were also modified including “Interchange Schedule” and “Interconnection”.  Several modifications were made to the requirements including the rewording of requirement 1.1.1.2 to reflect the following: “The terms of the Inadvertent Interchange payback shall be agreed upon by all involved Balancing Authorities and Transmission Service Providers.”  All modifications can be reviewed in the posted for comment draft 2 Inadvertent Interchange located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps_version0_draft2_5.doc.  

Ms. Rehman questioned if it was necessary to title the requirements in the business practices.  The group decided to postpone discussion of this topic.

Next, Mr. Carter led the review of Coordinate Interchange Business Practice.  Mr. Carter reviewed changes the CIBP task force had made to the BP since the 8/10-11 meeting of the WEQ BPS.  Mr. Carter also recommended the following purpose statement for the BP: “The purpose of this standard is to define procedures for market participants to request the implementation of interchange transactions.”  Several other modifications were made in order to conform CIBP to the Version 0 draft 2 template.  Mr. Dison suggested the inclusion of requirement 3.1, to insure that the approval rights given to Purchase Selling Entities (that provide generation) and Load Serving Entities by ETAG Implementation were recognized.  The definition of Purchase Selling Entities was then changed to reflect the NERC definition – “An entity that is eligible to purchase or sell energy or capacity and reserve transmission services.”
References to NERC attachments were updated in requirements 7.1, 8.1, and in the appendices.  

The group recommended that NAESB performance compliance statements found in Appendix B be reviewed by Ms. McQuade and Ms. Kirby.  All modifications can be reviewed in the posted for comment drafts 2 Coordinate Interchange Business Practice, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps_version0_draft2_7.doc.
Then, Ms. Rehman reviewed the potential business practices ATC and CBM, posted as work papers on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps083104w9.doc and http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps083104w10.doc.  After her review, the group discussed whether or not to include these potential business practices as part of Version 0 draft 2 (with the appropriate caveats).  Mr. Dison suggested that if ATC and CBM were posted, the embedded questions provided by Ms. Rehman and Mr. Johnson should remain.  Mr. Cox added that if the WEQ BPS intends to include ATC and CBM as part of the Version 0 Business Practices, ATC and CBM must go out for comment in draft 2.  Mr. Dison commented that the issue of including regional reliability council references in a NAESB BP, which were appropriate in a NERC RS, raises several issues for WEQ BPS and NERC SDT discussion.  Therefore the group decided to postpone the possible adoption of ATC and CBM as business practices until Version 1.   Mr. Dison added that if NERC received overwhelming industry comment that ATC and CBM should be NAESB BPs, the BPS will begin work on the standards for Version 1 BP status as quickly as possible.  

Mr. Dison led the review of the Transmission Loading Relief Business Practice.  Mr. Dison again reviewed the change of Reliability Authority to Reliability Coordinator within the standard.  He added that Mr. Cauley from NERC had provided an updated version of TLR with the Reliability Coordinator changes included.  He explained that NERC and NAESB will have duplicate TLRs, with the only difference being the inclusion of definitions in the NAESB TLR BP.  Mr. Dison assured the group that the definitions included in the NAESB BP will be reviewed with NERC before the final posting of the business practices.  Several comments were made concerning the addition of the definitions, and Mr. Dison asked that these comments be submitted as industry comments in order to effectively note and review them with the NERC SDT.  

The defined term Native Load was modified to reflect the following definition submitted by Mr. Yeung: “The demand imposed on an electric utility or an entity by the requirements of all customers located within a franchised service territory that the electric utility or entity has statutory or contractual obligation to serve.”  The group reviewed TLR definitions, defined in the other BPs, for discrepancies.  The terms were then modified to reflect the definitions used in the other BPs.   Modifications to TLR can be reviewed in the posted for comment draft 2, located on the website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_bps_version0_draft2_3.doc.               
7.
Review of Submitted Definitions and Definition Process
This agenda item was included in the review of the draft 2 business practices, under item number 6 of this agenda.
8.
Other BPS Business

Mr. Cox and Mr. Dison informed the group that they would draft a letter for the “Request for Comments, September 3rd” – i.e. the posting of the draft 2 business practices.  Mr. Cox informed the group that he would also work on creating templates or comment forms for the industry to utilize when submitting comments on draft 2.

No other topics were discussed at this time.

9.
Next Steps
A conference call was scheduled for September 2nd, 10:00 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. central time.  Mr. Dison informed the group the posting letter submitted by himself and Mr. Cox would be reviewed during this conference call, as well as the comment forms submitted by Mr. Cox.  He added that the conference call would be one last chance to quickly review the draft 2 business practices before the September 3rd posting.  

Due to time constraints, adoption of the 8/10-11 draft minutes was postponed.  Mr. Dison requested that it be added to the agenda for the September 2nd conference call.  
10.
Adjourn
Mr. Davis made a motion to adjourn the meeting, and Mr. Saini seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consent at 4:50 p.m. central time.  
11.  
Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	In Person/via Phone

	Carter, Roman
	Southern Co.
	In Person

	Cox, Phil
	AEP
	Phone

	Crockett, Valerie
	TVA
	In Person

	Davis, Ed
	Entergy
	In Person

	Dison, Joel
	Southern Co.
	In Person

	Hartwell, Jim
	NPCC
	In Person

	Hebson, Jim
	PSEG
	Phone

	Kirby, DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Lauderdale, Melissa
	Edison Electric Institute
	Phone

	McQuade, Rae
	NAESB
	In Person

	Miller, Billy
	Calpine
	In Person

	Rager, Denise
	NAESB
	In Person

	Rehman, Barbara
	BPA
	In Person

	Saini, Narinder
	Entergy
	In Person

	Smith, Jerry
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person

	Watson, Angela
	TVA
	In Person

	Wood, James
	Southern Co.
	In Person

	Yeung, Charles
	SPP
	In Person

	York, Kathy
	TVA
	In Person
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