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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 email and posting

TO:
NAESB WEQ Seams Subcommittee Participants and 

Posting for Interested Parties 

FROM: 
James Cargas, NAESB Deputy Director

RE:
Final WEQ Seams Subcommittee Conference Call Minutes – April 19, 2004

DATE:

August 12, 2004

NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant

Seams Subcommittee Conference Call

April 19, 2004 – 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Central

Final Minutes

1. Welcome

Mr. Cobb opened the meeting and the participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Cargas gave the antitrust advice.  The agenda was reviewed and no modifications were made.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  The minutes from the January 16, 2004, conference call were reviewed and adopted by consensus.  

2. Summary of Joint Interface Committee (JIC) Meeting on Feb. 18-19, 2004

Mr. Cobb summarized the action taken by the Joint Interface Committee (JIC) on the Seams Catalog at its recent meeting in New Orleans on Feb. 18-19, 2004.  Of the 134 seams issues identified by the Seams Subcommittee, consensus was reached on 97 issues, with 22 of these specifically assigned to NAESB.  Another 37 issues on which consensus could not be reached, without significant additional material collected and prepared, were listed as undetermined. The matrix circulated by the NAESB Office contained the 22 seams issues assigned to NAESB by the JIC plus 20 seams issues labeled by the JIC as “undetermined” or “multiple.”  These 20 issues will receive further review by the Seams Subcommittee during today’s call.

3. Methodology Used in Grouping Seams Issues

Mr. Cobb explained the process used to group these 42 seams issues into 14 groupings that could potentially produce approximately 12 new NAESB WEQ standards.

On April 2, 2004, a request for prioritization of these issues was sent out.  In response, 11 sets of comments were received from the following organizations:
 American Transmission Co. (ATC); Bonneville Power Administration (BPA); Consumers Energy; Entergy; International Transmission Co. (ITC); ISO/RTO Council (IRC); Mirant; PSEG; Salt River Project (SRP); Tennessee Valley Administration (TVA); TXU Energy; and We Energies.  

The commenters used a scale of 1 to 3 to prioritize each seams issue.  After some discussion, consensus was reached that the rankings would have the following meaning:


Priority 1
High Priority (yellow)
WEQ should begin addressing in 2004


Priority 2
Medium Priority (green)
WEQ should begin addressing in 2005


Priority 3
Low Priority (blue)
WEQ should begin addressing in the future, if at all, depending on external developments

Using these rankings, Mr. Cobb totaled them so that a low score would generally indicate consensus among the commenters that the seams issue was a higher priority than a high scoring issue.  Combining these rankings with the existing categories, 1st sub-categories, and 2nd sub-categories, Mr. Cobb found that 14 different groupings emerged.  Four groupings fell into the high priority category (scoring 8-14).  Three groupings fell into the medium priority category (scoring 15-18).  Five groupings fell into the low priority category (scoring 18-21).  There were two additional groupings of issues that the WEQ was already working on.  In a matrix posted on the NAESB web site, these groupings were given the priority color codes explained above.

This approach was discussed and ratified by the group.  It was understood that the larger groupings may see periphery issues drop out once drafting begins at the task force level.  It was also understood that completing any standards by 4th Quarter 2004 was an unrealistic goal.  It was noted that NERC’s acceleration of its development of version zero reliability standards would represent a significant drain on resources.  However, significant progress at the task force level could be accomplished on the higher priority seams issues with the goal of completing these standards by early to mid-2005.

4. Review of Groupings

Next, Mr. Cobb led a discussion of each Grouping.

High Priority Seams Issues

a. Group 1: Transmission Service / Transmission Market Standard Product Definitions and Priorities

Group 1 consists of Original #4, 103 and 141, and received a score of 13.  By consensus this group was identified as one of the most important areas for NAESB to address.  Ms. Anderson noted that two issues implicated OASIS.  Mr. Bissonnette emphasized the importance of the timing element of these issues.

b. Group 2: Transaction Scheduling / Interchange Scheduling Standardized Protocols

Group 2 consists of Original #8, 12, 41, 78, 79, 104 and 106, and received a score of 14.  By consensus this group was also identified as one of the most important areas for NAESB to address.  Ms. Crocket and Mr. Porter emphasized the importance of seams issues #79 and 41.

c. Group 3: Market Standards / Energy Market Standards Product Definitions

Group 3 consists of Original #3, 10, 25, 34 and 139, and received a score of 14.  By consensus this group was identified as an important area for NAESB, however, not as important as addressing Groups 1 and 2.  Ms. Anderson recommended moving seam issue #42 (data visibility) to Group 5 where it fit better.  The group agreed with the recommendation.  

d. Group 4: Congestion Management / Various Subcategories

Group 4 consists of Original #9, 35, 36 and 138, and received a score of 13.  Although an important area for NAESB to address, the consensus was that NERC is already looking into these seams issues in the normal course of Policy 9’s evolution in drafting their version 1.0.  Mr. Brown emphasized that close coordination with NERC would be essential to resolving these seams issues.  Consensus was reached that these issues would be put on hold at NAESB until a review of NERC’s final efforts on Policy 9 was possible.

Medium Priority Seams Issues

e. Group 5: Market Standards / Market Standard Communication Protocol and Transparency

Group 5 consists of Original #42, 52 and 140, and received a score of 15.  Although an important issue for NAESB to address, consensus was that it should remain a medium priority issue to be addressed in 2005.

f. Group 6: Market Standards / Market Standard Operating Time

Group 6 consists of only Original #1, and received a score of 15.  Ms. Crockett noted that this could lead to the defining of an “energy day.”  Mr. Reed and Mr. Dayney noted that GECTF may come to address this seam issue in their efforts.

g. Group 7: System Reliability / Interchange Schedule Ramping Requirements

Group 7 consists of only Original #50, and received a score of 15.  After a discussion of NERC’s efforts in this area, consensus was reached that NAESB should track NERC’s progress, and take this issue up only if NERC decides to pass.

Low Priority Seams Issues

h. Group 8: Transmission Service / Transmission Service Procurement and Settlement

Group 8 consists of Original #6, 28, 33, 67 and 117, and received a score of 17.  

i. Group 9: Planning / Transmission Expansion and Generator Interconnection Coordination

Group 9 consists of Original #26, 46, 57 and 114, and received a score of 18.  After some discussion, it was noted that this seams issue will be driven more by FERC than NAESB.

j. Group 10: Market Design / Reactive Power Compensation

Group 10 consists of only Original #16, and received a score of 18.  Mr. Brown and Ms. Wicks noted that this was an important issue for generators, i.e., suppliers.  Mr. Dotterweich said a FERC technical conference was being planned, and that NAESB should track this issue at FERC before taking action.  The group agreed that now was not the time to move forward on this issue.

k. Group 11: Market Monitoring / Compliance

Group 11 consists of only Original #11, and received a score of 19.

l. Group 12: Market Design / Green Power Market

Group 12 consists of only Original #113, and received a score of 21.  Ms. Anderson related that there is significant support for such a national standard in the green power community.

Seams Issues Already Being Addressed by WEQ

m. Group 13: Market Standards / Physical and/or Financial Resolution of Inadvertent Interchange

Group 13 consists of only Original #14.  It is currently being address by the Inadvertent Interchange Payback Task Force (IIPTF).

n. Group 14: Unscheduled-Parallel Path Flow Management / Compensation for Unscheduled-Parallel Path Flow

Group 14 consists of Original #13, 15, 29, 134 and 142.  It is also currently being address by the Inadvertent Interchange Payback Task Force (IIPTF).

5. Next Steps

Mr. Cobb explained the next steps for the Seam Subcommittee.  First, the WEQ Executive Committee (EC) will review the results of this meeting at its May 4 meeting in Florida.  Second, the Subcommittee should begin drafting requests for standards of its highest priority seams issues for submission to the Triage Committee this summer.  It is assumed that the Triage Subcommittee would recommend assignment to the wholesale electric quadrant.  Third, the EC at its August 24 meeting would approve such an assignment.  The WEQ members of the EC would then have the choice of assigning the requests to back to this subcommittee, another existing subcommittee, or create a new subcommittee.  And fourth, once the assignment to a subcommittee is made, the subcommittee would review the request and begin drafting standards.  The goal is to be drafting standards for the highest priority seams issues by the end of 2004.

Three Request Drafting Teams Formed:

· Ms. Crockett volunteered to head the request drafting team for Group 1 (Transmission Services).  Ms. Anderson offered to assist.
· Mr. Smith volunteered to head the request drafting team for Group 2 (Transaction Scheduling).

· Ms. Anderson and Mr. Rossignoli volunteered to head the request drafting team for Group 3 (Market Standards).

Action Items:

· Mr. Cargas will update the Matrix Summary with the additional comments from TVA, Mirant and BPA, and circulate via the Seams Subcommittee list serv.

· Mr. Cargas and Mr. Cobb will update the Priority Summary document for the EC meeting.  It will be circulated to the Seams Subcommittee list serv prior to that time for comments and refinement (update attached to these minutes below).

· Mr. Cobb will solicit additional volunteers from among the original submitters for the 3 Standards Request Drafting Teams being formed.

· Mr. Smith, Ms. Crockett, Ms. Anderson and Mr. Rossignoli will start the drafting process for their respective drafting teams once the WEQ Executive Committee approves the priority rankings.

No future meeting date was set.  The consensus was that the conference call meetings were effective. However, Ms. Anderson requested that a face-to-face meeting be scheduled for the Standard Request drafting teams prior to the start of the drafting effort.  

6. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m. Central.

7. Attendance

	 
	Name:
	 
	Organization:
	NAESB Member:
	Segment:

	1
	Brenda
	Anderson
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Yes
	Marketers

	2
	Paul
	Berry
	Indep. Elec. Market Op. (IMO)
	No
	

	3
	Victor
	Bissonnette
	Hydro Quebec Transenergie
	Yes
	Transmission

	4
	Ken
	Brown
	PSEG
	Yes
	Transmission

	5
	James
	Cargas
	NAESB
	N/A
	Staff

	6
	Steven
	Cobb
	Salt River Project
	Yes
	Transmission

	7
	Valerie
	Crockett
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Yes
	End Users

	8
	Steve
	Dayney
	Xcel Energy
	Yes
	Marketers

	9
	Andrew
	Dotterweich
	Consumers Energy
	Yes
	Generation

	10
	Ken
	Gates
	Conectiv
	Yes
	Transmission

	11
	Barry
	Green
	Ontario Power Generation
	Yes
	Generation

	12
	Bill
	Heinrich
	New York Public Service Commn.
	Yes
	End Users

	13
	Alan
	Johnson
	Mirant
	Yes
	Marketers

	14
	Sandy
	Murray
	We Energies
	Yes
	Distribution

	15
	Marjorie
	Perlman
	Energy East
	Yes
	Transmission

	16
	Jansen
	Pollock
	Constellation New Energy
	Yes
	Distribution

	17
	John
	Porter
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	Yes
	End Users

	18
	Tony
	Reed
	Southern Company
	Yes
	Generation

	19
	Joe
	Rossignoli
	National Grid
	Yes
	Transmission

	20
	Jerry
	Smith
	Arizona Public Service Company
	Yes
	Transmission

	21
	Karl
	Tammar
	New York ISO
	No
	

	22
	Julie
	Voetk
	American Transmission Co.
	Yes
	Transmission

	23
	Tonya
	Wicks
	Edison Electric Institute
	Yes
	Not Declared


Seams Catalog Priority Summary

Updated April 23, 2004

Priority 1 – High Priority Issues

Group 1

Category: Transmission Service

Sub-Category: Transmission Market Standard Product Definitions and Priorities
Average Score: 12

Orig #: 4, 103, 141
Group 2

Category: Transaction Scheduling

Sub-Category: Interchange Scheduling Standardized Protocols

Average Score: 14

Orig #: 8, 12, 41, 78, 79, 104, 106 
Group 3

Category: Market Standards

Sub-Category: Energy Market Standard Product Definitions

Average Score: 14

Orig #: 3, 10, 25, 34, 139
Group 4

Category: Congestion Management

Sub-Category: All
Average Score: 13

Orig #: 9, 35, 36, 138
Priority 2 – Medium Priority Issues

Group 5

Category: Market Standards

Sub-Category: Market Standard Communication Protocols and Transparency

Average Score: 15

Orig #: 42, 52, 140

Group 6

Category: Market Standards

Sub-Category: Market Standard Operating Time 

Average Score: 15

Orig #: 1

Group 7

Category: System Reliability

Sub-Category: Interchange Schedule Ramping Requirements

Average Score: 15

Orig #: 50
Priority 3 – Low Priority Issues

Group 8

Category: Transmission Service

Sub-Category: Transmission Service Procurement & Settlement

Score: 17

Orig #: 6, 28, 33, 67, 117
Group 9

Category: Planning

Sub-Category: NA

Score: 18

Orig #: 26, 46, 57, 114
Group 10

Category: Market Design

Sub-Category: Reactive Power Compensation

Score: 18

Orig #: 16
Group 11

Category: Market Monitoring/ Compliance

Sub-Category: NA

Score: 19

Orig #: 11

Group 12

Category: Market Design

Sub-Category: Green Power Market

Score: 21

Orig #: 113 
Currently Being Addressed by WEQ

Group 13

Category: Market Standards

Sub-Category: Physical and/or Financial Resolution of Inadvertent Interchange

Average Score: 16

Orig #: 14
Group 14

Sub-Category: Unscheduled/Parallel Path Flow Management

Score: NA

Orig #: 13, 15, 29, 134, 142 

�   Subsequent to the call, 3 comments were received bringing the total to 11.





