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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

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE:
Final Minutes from the NAESB WEQ BPS Meeting with Web Conferencing – June 14-15, 2005
DATE:

June 20, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting with Web Conferencing
June 14-15, 2005
Final Minutes
1. Welcome and Administrative

Mr. Cox welcomed the participants.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Those participants in the room and on the phone introduced themselves.  Mr. Cox stated that the word “develop” would be substituted for “review” in agenda item #4.  Ms. York moved to adopt the revised agenda and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The revised agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the February 11, 2005 draft minutes and Ms. York seconded the motion.  The February 11, 2005 minutes were adopted by consensus.     
2. Review of Amended Version 0 NAESB TLR Business Practices
Please note that all revisions made to the NAESB TLR Business Practices during this meeting can be viewed in “Attachment – NAESB TLR Business Practices Redline Draft, 6/15/05” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061505a1.doc.  
The group reviewed “Final Consensus Division of TLR for Version 0 Business Practices, June 1, 2005 (Redline)” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061405w5.doc.  Mr. Cox stated that this document was the result of the final consensus division of TLR by the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee at the June 1-2, 2005 meeting.  
Mr. Davis reviewed Entergy’s comments on the TLR business practices, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061405w2.doc.   Mr. Davis stated that the changes made to TLR business practice requirement 1.4 in relation to Entergy comment 5 at the June 1-2 TLR Subcommittee meeting were sufficient.  Mr. Davis stated the definition for “Contract Path” should reflect that is an approximation for contractual purposes for moving power from one transmission owner to another.  The group discussed the movement of power on a contract path and whether or not that movement must be contiguous.  Mr. Davis stated that the definition must state the path is contiguous in order to avoid slip scheduling.  The definition was revised accordingly.

The group reviewed Entergy’s comments 7 and 8.  Mr. Davis stated that the addition of “regulatory approved” was needed in requirement 1.3.  Mr. Cox reviewed the revisions made by the TLR subcommittee at the June 1-2 meeting.  The group discussed the PJM credit for redispatch process.  (“Determining Redispatch Credit – v2 Clean” is located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_tlr022505w1.doc.)  Mr. Davis questioned the priority level of transactions based on buy through options.  Mr. Cox stated that imports and exports to PJM will be curtailed according to priority and once redispatch is no longer an option, a TLR could be called and would be addressed in merit order.  Mr. Cox added that merit order was firm first, then non-firm.  He explained that although PJM operated their own redispatch rules, once a TLR was called they would follow the same rules as all other organizations.  
Mr. Cox reference the first and fourth paragraph of “Determining Redispatch Credit.”  He added that the referenced portion seemed to state that credit would be given in the IDC for relief already provided with no corresponding reduction in the schedule.  Mr. Boughner stated that this only applied to the portion of the schedule that applies to the relief PJM provides that is within their JOAs.  He added that if an outside provider had a right to the relief and the only manner to provide was to curtail, then PJM would curtail the schedule.  Mr. Davis stated that the fourth paragraph suggested the network service NH2 would become firm transmission.  He added that the section suggested that curtailments would not proceed through priority, but rather pro-rata.  

Mr. Cox stated that more clarification was needed on the meaning of pro-rata and the rest of the PJM procedure and how network service was affected.  The group decided to draft a letter requesting informal comments on the TLR business practices.  The item was included in the letter.  (Please see “Request for Comments on Draft TLR Business Practices” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061705cr.doc.)      

The group discussed requirements 1.2 and 1.3.  Mr. Bissonnette stated that further clarity was need on the differences between the two requirements.  Mr. Davis stated that 1.2 described the use of local procedures for congestion management.  
Mr. Davis stated that the changes made to requirement 1.5 at the June 1-2 TLR Subcommittee meeting addressed Entergy comment 9.  He added that comment 10 was addressed as well.  Mr. Davis questioned the inclusion of requirement 1.6.  Ms. York stated that it was included as a place holder for future review.  She added that the NERC Market Committee (MC) had conducted TLR reviews, but that after the dissolution of the MC no entity conducted the reviews.  Ms. York stated that TLR Subcommittee participants had suggested at the June 1-2 meeting that NAESB be the organization to take on the reviews.  The group discussed how NAESB would implement and conduct such reviews.  Mr. Cox added that no official decision was needed at this time, and that the item would be added to the letter requesting informal comments on the NAESB TLR business practices.    
The group reviewed Entergy comment 11 and how network service is interpreted in relation to on and off contract path designations.  Several members of the group stated that it would be treated as non-firm.  Mr. Bissonnette stated that the reference to point to point made requirements 2.2 and 2.3 somewhat confusing.  He added that the examples did not clarify the requirement.  Mr. Cox stated that further clarity was needed on whether requirements 2.2 and 2.3 meant point to point or non-firm v. firm.  The group decided to place this issue in the letter requesting informal comments on the TLR business practices.
The group reviewed Entergy comment 12.  Mr. Davis stated that the wording of requirement 2.4.3 was confusing.  He added that clarification was needed on whether it referred to power already flowing or incremental changes in the flow.  Mr. Cox stated that the section referred to incremental changes and the requirement was revised to reflect that.  Mr. Davis questioned what would happen to a transaction started the day before but not yet submitted.  Mr. Cox questioned whether a schedule submitted day ahead would have priority.  The group revised the requirement to include the following: “or schedules submitted prior to the implementation of the Interconnection Wide Procedure“. 
An action item was noted for Mr. Cox, Ms. York, and Ms. Kirby to copy language added to requirement 3.2.5, in reference to the IRO-006 Urgent Action SAR, to the other TLR levels excluding level 1.  Mr. Davis stated that this addressed Entergy comment 13.  The group agreed to make the change to requirement 3.3 as stated in Entergy comment 14.

Mr. Davis stated that requirement 3.3.2 was not consistent with the definition of “Reallocation”, as explained in Entergy comment 15.  Mr. Davis stated that when an entity reallocated it curtailed lower priority schedules to allow higher priority schedules to start.  Mr. Davis stated that the wording was confusing and suggested that “lower” was the proper term to be used instead of “higher” in the requirement.  
Mr. Busbin stated that the definition of “Reallocation” described process and that the requirement was stating that an entity should make room for any of the priority levels greater than its TLR level.  He added that reallocate was not synonymous with curtail.  An action item was noted for Ms. Kirby to check if “curtail” was still employed in the TLR business practices.  Mr. Cox added that the above revision would also be noted in the letter requesting informal comments on the TLR business practices. 
Mr. Davis stated that the changes made to requirement 3.3.2.6.1 at the June 1-2 TLR Subcommittee meeting addressed Entergy comment 16.  He added that the changes made at the June 1-2 meeting to requirement 3.4.2 addressed Entergy comment 17.  

Mr. Cox stated that Transfer Distribution Factors (TDFs) as noted in Entergy comment 19 would be calculated or determined by NERC.  Mr. Davis retracted comment 19.  Mr. Davis questioned why a placeholder was needed for Operate Within Limits (OWL) in requirement 4, as noted in Entergy comment 20.  The group decided that the placeholder should remain for now.  Mr. Davis retracted comment 21.  
Mr. Bissonnette stated that “Eastern Interconnection” should be added to the title of the NAESB TLR business practices.  

Mr. Davis reviewed Entergy comment 22 and asked if the deletion of portions of TLR policy was intentional or an oversight.  Mr. Cox stated that a review to determine what parts of the policy were overlooked should be completed by the group.  The comment was added to the letter requesting informal comments on the TLR business practices.  A group of members took the review on as action item, to be completed before the next BPS meeting.

The group reviewed comments made by Southwest Power Pool (SPP) located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061405w3.doc.  The group accepted the changes noted for requirements 3.4.3 and at 3.4.4.  
Mr. Bissonnette stated that the definition for Transmission Service Provider should reflect that service is provided to qualified “Transmission Customers”.  Mr. Bissonnette had several other comments related to grammatical errors, corrected during the meeting.  The group accepted Mr. Bissonnette’s change of “operating reliability” instead of “security” in 3.11.2.4.1.  
Mr. Bissonette stated that because firm transmission was also subject to curtailment, further clarification was needed to the definition of “Non-Firm Transmission Service.”  The following addition was made: “and has less priority than firm transmission”.   
June 15, 2005 
Mr. Davis conducted a review of IRO-006 to the NAESB TLR Business Practices.  (Please see “Review of IRO-006 to NAESB TLR Business Practices by Ed Davis” located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061405w6.pdf.)  The following addition was made to the definition of “Reallocation”: “the process used to totally or partially curtail transactions”.  The definition was added to the letter requesting informal comments on the business practices.  Mr. Davis questioned the inclusion of IRO-006 requirement 2.9.  Ms. York stated that portions of 2.9 were covered in the NAESB TLR business practice 3.9, but that 2.9.1 was covered in the NERC TLR reliability practices.  Mr. Davis also questioned where NAESB TLR business practice requirement 3.11 and 3.11.2.1.3 originated.  Ms. York stated that many of these references were pulled from the Per Generator Method Reference document.  She added that NERC wanted to include this document in the TLR requirements in order to do away with the official document.  Ms. York added that NAESB TLR business practice requirements 7.1, 7.9, and 7.10 were reworded and moved to Appendix E.  (Appendix E was developed into a NERC IDC Reference Guide, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr042705w5.doc.  Please see the NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee February 2-3, 2005 final minutes located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps020205fm.doc.  Further action on Appendix E can be viewed in the subsequent TLR Subcommittee meeting minutes, on the TLR Subcommittee page at http://www.naesb.org/weq/weq_tlr.asp.)  
Ms. York reiterated that a group of BPS participants should meet to go over the NERC TLR Policy and make sure all portions were appropriately covered in the NERC reliability practices and the NAESB business practices.  

The group drafted a letter requesting informal comments on the NAESB TLR business practices.  Comments are due June 24, 2005 and the letter is located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061705cr.doc.   
3. Vote on Amended Version 0 NAESB TLR Business Practices 
Mr. Cox noted that in light of the review and potential new revisions to the TLR business practices, the vote to send them on to the WEQ Executive Committee would be delayed until the July 20-21, 2005 WEQ BPS meeting.  
4. Discuss Joint TLR Implementation Guide
Ms. York stated that the Joint TLR Implementation Guide was being developed to assist operators in their usage of the TLR business practices and reliability practices.  She added that NERC had included references to the applicable NAESB business practice after some of their reliability practices.  She stated that the guide would begin by referencing this document.  (Please see “Final Consensus Division of TLR for Version 0 Reliability Practices, June 1, 2005 [Clean]” located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_tlr060105a1.doc.)    
5. Discuss R05007
Mr. Cox stated that further information was needed on the process for making the modifications noted in R05007 “Removing references to ERCOT from Version 0 Business Practices” located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/r05007.doc.  He added that action would be delayed until the July 20-21 BPS meeting.  
6. Next Steps/Other Business

Mr. Cox and Ms. York stated that another meeting of the BPS was necessary to review the informal comments and to discuss the review of IRO-006 by Mr. Busbin, Ms. York, and Mr. Davis.  An action item was listed to discuss the substitution of a WEQ BPS meeting on June 29th, instead of the already scheduled NERC/NAESB TLR Subcommittee meeting, with the chair of the TLR Subcommittee.  

7. Adjourn

Mr. Busbin made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Boughner seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 11:36 p.m. Central on June 15, 2005.  
8. Attendance

	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization
	In Person/via Phone
	Days Attended

	Bissonnette
	Victor
	Hydro-Quebec Transenergie
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 

	Boughner
	Mike
	XCEL Energy
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 

	Brown
	Gordon  
	California ISO
	via Phone
	June 14th 

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 

	Cox
	Phil  
	American Electric Power
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 

	Davis
	Ed
	Entergy
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 

	Lohrman
	Bill
	NERC
	via Phone
	June 14th & 15th 

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th

	McGinley
	Ron
	IESO
	via Phone
	June 14th 

	Thomason
	Angela  
	NAESB
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 

	Yeung
	Charles  
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
	June 15th 

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
	June 14th & 15th 
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