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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002
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TO:
NAESB WEQ Seams Subcommittee Participants and 

Posting for Interested Parties 

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager 
RE:
Draft WEQ Seams Subcommittee Minutes – September 27, 2004

DATE:

October 1, 2004

NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant

Seams Subcommittee Meeting

September 27, 2004 – 1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. Central

Draft Minutes

1. Welcome
Mr. Cobb opened the meeting and the participants introduced themselves.  Mr. Cargas gave the antitrust advice.  The agenda was reviewed and adopted by consensus.  The minutes from the August 12, 2004 meeting were reviewed and adopted by consensus.  

2. Update on NERC Long-Term AFC/ATC Task Force
Mr. Green gave the update for the NERC Long-Term AFC/ATC Task Force.   The Alliant West TLR Task Force was created by the NERC Markets Committee in response to a request from Reliant Energy in the Iowa area.  The AWTTF was set-up to address concerns over increasing numbers of TLRs implemented in that region, as well as how the TLRs would impact the ability to supply firm load.  The AWTTF filed a report in March of this year that contained several short term recommendations.  Mr. Green explained that only one TLR five had been recently filed in that region.  He added that this is attributed to cooler weather and increased imports from Manitoba Hydro.  
Mr. Green explained that the Long-Term AFC/ATC Task Force was created to address long term recommendations that were included in the AWTTF report.  The LTATF will give a final report on their findings in March 2005.  He added that the task force will be reviewing and addressing issues across North America, but will be focused on the Eastern Interconnection and areas where AFC and ATC need to be coordinated.  Mr. Green stated that several standards requests are likely to come from the task force’s findings.  He explained that requests stemming from the findings would follow standard process and be divided between NERC and NAESB appropriately.  Mr. Bissonette added that the task force was reviewing definitions and requirements for AFC/ATC coordination, as well as reviewing the PJM/MISO agreement.  For more information on the LTATF, please see the LTATF Home Page at http://www.nerc.com/~mc/ltatf.html.  
3.
Brief discussion and recap of JIC meeting on September 21-22, and review of 
modifications to request R04020 for standards on interchange scheduling 
standardized protocols

Ms. McQuade explained that R04016 “Energy Day” was discussed by the JIC and assigned to NAESB WGQ and WEQ.  She stated that the JIC decided to delay action on R04020 “Electric Transaction Scheduling and Timelines” until more information was available pertaining to the scope of the request.  She stated that R04021 “Operational Communications between Pipelines and Power Plants” was assigned to NAESB.   NERC indicated that they would monitor the progress on the development of R04021.  Ms. McQuade explained that a request for standards development pertaining to vegetation management and reliability was assigned to NERC.

4.
Review of draft request and comments for standards on transmission market 
product definitions and priorities
Mr. Cobb explained that the following three requests for comments were posted on August 23:  1) “Request for Comments on Draft Request for Standards on Transmission Market Definitions and Priorities”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_1Areq_com.doc; 2) “Request for Comments on Draft Request for Standards on the Replacement of Contract Paths for Flow-Based Transmission Service”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_1Breq_com.doc; and 3) “Request for Comments on Draft Request for Standards on Energy Market Product Definitions”, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_3req_com.doc.  

Mr. Cobb summarized the process of the Seams Subcommittee to date, including the creation of the Seams catalog, standard assignments made by JIC, and the prioritization of NAESB issues from submitted industry comments.  He added that members of the subcommittee were now in the process of drafting requests for those issues identified as high priority.  Mr. Cobb explained that the above requests for comments on draft requests for standards were identified as high priority.  He added that a fourth request for standards development on scheduling issues with energy, drafted by TVA, had already been processed by the Triage Committee and assigned.  He explained that the above three requests for comments on draft requests were posted to the industry in order to obtain more information prior to submitting the requests to NAESB for standards development.  

Mr. Cobb stated that an individual or company could not be detained from submitting a request for standards development to NAESB.  However, he added that the group should keep in mind industry comments that the Seams Subcommittee should spend time developing draft requests for standards that the industry desires.  

Mr. Cobb stated that WEQ Seams Subcommittee was a scoping subcommittee.  He reminded the group that the Triage Committee would decide if a request for standards development was within the scope of NAESB.  He added that NAESB standards are voluntary, and that the purpose behind the draft request for standards on transmission market definitions and priorities was to help eliminate confusion within the industry and mitigate potential problems.  

Mr. Davis commented that although NAESB standards are voluntary, they are filed with the FERC.   Mr. Bissonette stated that the drafters of the requests consider submitting them to NAESB Triage, regardless of support obtained from these comments.  Mr. Cobb said that general input from the group suggested that every issue submitted to the group did not need to be processed as a request for standards development.  
Mr. Smith explained that after the last meeting of the Seams Subcommittee, he split the draft request for standards on transmission market product definitions and priorities apart from the draft request for standards on relating to the replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission service.  He added a general comment that although it might be necessary to define some of the terms regionally in the request for standards on transmission market product definitions and priorities, national standards for several of the terms would be contained in the request.    

Mr. Bissonnette reviewed comments submitted by HydroQuebec, found on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_hqte3.doc.  Mr. Smith explained that the draft request would cover definitions for both firm and financial markets, because both were presently in existence and being used.  Mr. Bissonnette commented that firm has a different meaning when applied to physical and financial, and Mr. Smith agreed that both should be defined.  
Mr. Cobb summarized those comments submitted by WAPA (Western Area Power Administration) located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_wapa.doc, and comments submitted by Exelon located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_exelon1.doc.   Mr. Cobb commented that the JIC will be aware of terms defined in a NAESB standard that impact NERC reliability issues.  He added that involvement with NERC would continue in relation to the development of standards stemming from the catalog of Seams issues.  

Ms. Kedrowski summarized the We Energies comments located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_weenergies.doc.  She commented that the possibility of regional definitions in a standard had addressed her comments on the definitions.  She added a general comment that one set of definitions overall would be beneficial be reducing confusion among industry participants.     

Mr. Cobb summarized comments submitted by NRECA (National Rural Electric Cooperative Association) located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_nreca.doc.  Mr. Cobb commented that the Triage Committee resolved issues concerning NAESB creating policy instead of standards.  

Mr. Carter summarized comments submitted by Southern Company located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_southern_bulk_power.doc.  Mr. Smith stated that the request could be changed to incorporate regional requirements for the flow based definition.

Mr. Smith reviewed the comments submitted by Southwest Power Pool located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_swpp.doc.  Mr. Cobb stated that the amount of detail included in a standard will be determined by the standards development subcommittees.

Mr. Carter commented that standards requests submitted to NAESB should provide general direction for goals the requester would like to accomplish, along with enough detail for the JIC to make an informed decision.  Mr. Green added that the amount of detail included in those standards requests submitted to the JIC was discussed at the September 21-22 JIC meeting, and that the issue would be raised at other NAESB meetings.  

Mr. Cobb reviewed the comments submitted by ISO/RTO Standards Review Subcommittee, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_irc3.doc.  Mr. Smith stated that their concerns about including regional differences in definitions would be addressed.

Mr. Cobb summarized AEP’s (American Electric Power) comments, found on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_aep.doc.  AEP’s comments were supportive of the effort and added that the standard request was duplicative of a NAESB annual plan item.
Ms. Ell then commented that a more standardized set of definitions was needed for the industry, and that it would be beneficial for NERC and NAESB to cross-reference definitions.  Mr. Carter agreed and informed her that the WEQ Glossary was currently in the process of reviewing industry definitions and would appreciate any comments.
Ms. Ell then volunteered to assist Mr. Smith with the rewrite of the draft standards request.  Due to general support from the group for submittal of the standards request, Mr. Smith stated that he would be submitting the request for standards development to NAESB after revisions had been made.

5.
Review of draft request and comments for standards on relating to the 
replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission service
Mr. Smith commented that he was neutral as to whether or not the draft request for standards on relating to the replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission service was submitted to NAESB.  He added that many policy issues would need to be addressed, as well as the issue of cost-shifting.  The draft request for standards would address future contracts.  Mr. Smith stated that if the standard was developed, NERC would need to be included in the process, as well as FERC and the ISOs/RTOs.  

Mr. Bissonette summarized HydroQuebec’s comments located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_hqte1.doc.  He commented that flow based solutions largely rely on what type of financial market structure a region has.  He then questioned whether this standard was needed.  Mr. Green reminded the group that although some regions might have the financial market structure to utilize flow-based, other regions did not, and for these reasons several Seams issues would need to be resolved.  He added that a regional approach might be more useful.  

Mr. Davis reviewed comments submitted by Entergy, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_entergy.doc.  Mr. Davis stated that flow-based transmission service was a policy issue for FERC, and not NAESB.  He added that the industry had access to this type of flow-based methodology in the GAP experiment, and did not pick up on it due to issues of cost-shifting and overall cost.  Mr. Davis stated that Entergy preferred that this request for standards development not be pursued by NAESB until after FERC had made a policy decision.  

Mr. Cobb then stated that Exelon’s comments (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_exelon1.doc) stated that NERC should be included in the development of such a standard.  WAPA’s comments (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_wapa.doc) stated that they would not be supportive of a flow-based industry wide standard at this time. 
Mr. Smith recapped the We Energies comments, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_weenergies.doc.  Mr. Smith agreed that it would be a difficult transition if made.  

Mr. Cobb summarized NRECA’s comments (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_nreca.doc) and SMUD’s comments (located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_smud.doc) as being opposed to the request because it is more of a policy issues to be decided by FERC.  Mr. Smith added that California Department of Water Resources State Wide Project (located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_cawater.doc) supported those comments submitted by NRECA.  

Mr. Smith summarized comments submitted by Alleghany (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_allegheny.doc) as opposed to NAESB developing such a standard. However, if the request is submitted and NAESB does proceed with development, the RTO’s, NERC, and the IRC should be included.  Mr. Smith agreed and referred to his above comments that if a standard was developed, these entities would need to be included in the process.

Mr. Smith added the he had not reviewed Duke’s comments prior to the meeting, and that they would be reviewed at a later time.

Mr. Cobb summarized the comments submitted by Salt River Project (located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_srp2.doc) as a request for clarification and statement that this type of flow-based industry wide standard would not be implemented in the near future.

Mr. Smith then reviewed comments submitted by the IRC, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_irc1.doc.  The IS0/RTO Standards Review Subcommittee stated that the JIC should be involved in the development of the standard.  Mr. Smith agreed that several entities would need to be included.  

Mr. Johnson reviewed the comments submitted by Mirant, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_mirant2.pdf.  He stated that the description section should be modified to clarify that the standard, if developed, would not be a mandate but rather a voluntary standard on how to implement flow-based if your company so chose.   
Mr. Cobb summarized comments submitted by Cleco located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_cleco.doc.  Mr. Smith agreed that a move to flow-based on individual transmission systems would be complex.
Mr. Carter reviewed those comments submitted by Southern Company, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_southernco.doc.  Mr. Carter explained that Southern did not support the replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission service.  He added that the industry should wait to react until after FERC had made a policy decision.
Mr. Cobb summarized comments submitted by AEP, cited above, as stating that NAESB should work in conjunction with NERC on the development of such a standard.  

Mr. Smith then commented that due to the lack of support from the comments, he was in favor of not submitting the request.  Mr. Cobb stated that before making this decision, the Seams Subcommittee should try and contact those industry participants that submitted this issue to inform them of the lack of support.  He added that more work and input were needed before Seams classified the request as having no industry support at this time, or stated that no business practices were needed in this area.  However, Mr. Cobb commented that if Mr. Smith did not go forward with the request, other members of the industry interested in submitting similar requests should review these comments for guidance.  Mr. Johnson added that at the present time, flow-based was not a high priority for the industry.

6.
Review of draft request and comments for standards on energy market product 
definitions

Ms. Anderson stated that after reviewing the comments, it might be best to apply the standard to the WECC only.  She stated that the standard would be used to clarify who had the responsibility of supporting reserve.  She explained that number nine of the request for standards, “If This Proposed Standard or Enhancement Is In Use, Who are the Trading Partners”, would be revised to read “attributes of products” instead of “products.”  

Ms. Anderson commented that she would be presenting this request for standards development to the WECC at a meeting scheduled for October 7th.  

Ms. York commented that TVA had submitted the “Into” definition, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams092704w1.doc, to simplify the EEI definition which was over 2 pages in length.  Ms. Russo commented that a summarized definition could cause potential legal problems, and Ms. York agreed to withdraw the definition.

Ms. Anderson stated that she would be presenting the request to the WECC on October 7th and an additional meeting would be held on October 13th in Chicago to address operational concerns of industry participants in the west.  She asked that industry participants contact her if they wished to attend, and she would provide them with further information.   

Ms. McQuade stated that NAESB could approve a regional practice, if Ms. Anderson submitted the request as applicable to the west only.  Mr. Cobb asked the group if anyone was in favor of having the request apply to the east as well.   General comments suggested that industry participants would not be in favor of having the standard apply to the east.       
Mr. Cobb stated that comments submitted from R.J. Rudden and Associates, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_seams091004_rjrudden.doc, seemed to comprise another request for standards development.  Mr. Cobb suggested an action item to contact Mr. Rudden for clarification, and Ms. McQuade volunteered to do so.
7.
Discuss methodology for determining industry support

Mr. Cobb reviewed the action items from the meeting: 1) Mr. Smith will revise the draft request for standards on transmission market product definitions and priorities with the assistance of Ms. Ell; 2) the Seams Subcommittee would attempt to gauge industry support for the draft request for standards on relating to the replacement of contract path with flow-based transmission service and contact the industry participants that originally submitted the issue to Seams to clarify if they wished to move forward with the request; 3) Ms. Anderson is in the process of revising the draft request for standards on energy market product definitions and would present the request at additional meetings for interested industry participants; 4) and R.J. Rudden and Associates would be contacted by the NAESB office to clarify if they wished to submit a separate request for standards development.  A tentative Seams Subcommittee conference call was scheduled for October 26th, to review the revised requests from Mr. Smith and Ms. Ell, and Ms. Anderson.  
Mr. Yeager asked that examples of situations in which firm and non-firm definitions are not clear to the industry be included at the next meeting.
8.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consent at 3:45 p.m. Central.

9.
Attendance
	 Name:
	
	Organization:
	NAESB Member:

	Anderson
	Brenda
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	Yes

	Bissonnette
	Victor
	Hydro-Quebec
	Yes

	Caletka
	Patti
	Energy East
	Yes

	Cargas
	James
	NAESB
	N/A

	Carter
	Roman
	Southern Company
	Yes

	Cobb
	Steven
	Salt River Project
	Yes

	Davis
	Ed
	Entergy
	Yes
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	Lynnda
	Entergy
	Yes

	Frazier-Keller
	Cynthia
	AEP
	Yes

	Green
	Barry 
	OPG
	Yes

	Johnson
	Alan
	Mirant
	Yes

	Kedrowski
	Barbara
	We Energies
	Yes

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	N/A

	Lauderdale
	Melissa 
	Edison Electric Institute
	Yes

	McDonald
	Roger
	City of Tallahassee
	No

	McNeill
	David 
	Entergy
	Yes
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	Rae
	NAESB
	N/A

	Mellencamp
	Lisa 
	Duke Energy
	Yes

	Russo
	Dede 
	Reliant
	No

	Sager
	Elizabeth
	UBS
	Yes

	Salway
	Jeff
	AEP
	Yes

	Smith
	Jerry 
	Arizona Public Service 
	Yes

	Snyder
	Abby
	SDG&E
	No

	Wilbur
	Bill
	IMO
	No

	Yeager
	Walt 
	Cinergy
	Yes

	York
	Kathy
	TVA
	Yes
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