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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 29, 2005
DATE:

July 13, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting with Web Conferencing
June 29, 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.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Busbin moved to adopt the 6/14-15/05 minutes and Mr. Davis seconded the motion.  The minutes were adopted by consensus.  
2. Review Informal Comments on 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 6/29/05”, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps062905a1.doc.  
Mr. Cox stated that at the 6/14-15/05 BPS meeting, the group had questioned where certain portions of IRO-006 were located in the NAESB TLR Business Practices and the NERC TLR Reliability Standards.  In addition, other more specific questions related to the business practices arose and as a result, a request for informal comments on the NAESB TLR Business Practices was distributed.  (“Request for Comments on TLR Business Practices” is located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061705cr.doc.)   
Ms. York stated that the comments submitted by TVA, located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps062405tva.doc, were the result of a conference call between Ms. York, Ms. Mangum-Goins, and Mr. Davis.  She stated that the main purpose of the TVA comments was to compare IRO-006 to the NAESB business practices and note any omissions or necessary revisions. 

Comments by Entergy

Entergy’s comments, located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps062405entergy.doc, compared the NAESB business practices to IRO-006, but also specifically addressed the request for informal comments.  Mr. Davis began with Entergy’s response to question 2 of the request for informal comments, regarding requirement 1.3.1.  Mr. Yeung questioned why “in accordance” was used in Entergy’s suggested replacement language for 1.3.1.  Mr. Davis stated that the intent was that the transactions are curtailable unless the market based rules state they are not.  He added that Entergy’s comments stated that the transaction is not firmer than firm unless the market based procedure notes otherwise. 

Mr. Cox stated that the words “as provided for” might be a better solution.  Mr. Yeung stated that “in accordance” is not action oriented and simply refers to another procedure.  Mr. Davis stated that NAESB procedures should not make a firmer than firm designation for a transaction.  Mr. Cox stated the requirement provided for some protection to these types of transactions under the rules for redispatch.  Mr. Williams stated that the TLR rules operate where the market based rules do not.  Mr. Busbin stated that the requirement should not suggest that the firmness granted by PJM’s market based rules extends outside of PJM.  Mr. Cox stated that the PJM redispatch system does not change the priority of the transaction for systems outside of PJM.  Mr. Yeung said that a statement should be included in the requirement that explains that the weakest link still applies.  Mr. Cox stated that requirement 1.3.2 applied to those areas in which 1.3.1 did not.  Mr. Yeung agreed but said that 1.3.1 should be more explicit in its conveyance to state that these transactions are protected to the extent that the Regulatory-approved Market-based congestion management procedure allows.  
The group added requirement 1.3.1.1 to state that “the Interchange Transaction shall retain its original transmission service priority for purposes of curtailment when the transmission service is not reserved on the constrained facility.”  Mr. Bissonnette stated that a PJM representative should review the changes to 1.3.1 and the addition of requirement 1.3.1.1. 
Next, Mr. Davis reviewed Entergy’s comments to question 3 of the informal comment request.  Mr. Davis stated that Entergy agreed with the removal of the reference to “point to point.”  The group discussed the effect of removing this reference on NN6 transactions.  Mr. Cox stated that when you use NN6 designation on the sinking portion of the transaction, off contract path congestion is treated as non-firm.  Mr. Cox questioned if taking out the point to point reference in 2.2 and 2.3 changed that intent.  

Mr. Williams stated that the removal of “point to point” was appropriate for those requirements that reference non-firm.  He added that by definition, firm transmission included no non-firm links on its path.  Ms. Mangum-Goins said that three things are required for firm service: a firm deal, an agreement to pay, and all links on the path of the transmission are firm.  She added that the “point to point” reference should not be deleted from these sections because you cannot have non-firm designations on the firm path.  Mr. Lemmons stated that the deletion of “point to point” would not change the meaning of the requirement 2.1.1.1 because of the regulatory rules.  Mr. Yeung suggested that the reference to “point to point” be removed in requirement 2.1.1.1, but that it remain in requirement 2.1.1.2.  

Mr. Cox asked if the group should draft requirements for all scenarios relating to constrained facilities and contract path.  Mr. Busbin stated that the purpose of this endeavor was to split the language of IRO-006 into business practices and reliability standards and then to draft the business practices accordingly.  However, he added that operators should not have to interpret confusing requirements.  Mr. Cox stated that the group should accept the changes suggested by Mr. Yeung and mark the issue for additional discussion.
Mr. Davis stated that Entergy agrees with the BPS change to requirement 3.3.2 (as stated in Entergy comment 4).  The consensus of the group was to agree with the change.  Mr. Davis discussed the scenario in which a non-firm transaction has been scheduled but has not yet started.  Mr. Davis stated that a section on reloading when a TLR has gone back to zero needed to be added back in to the requirement 3 section.  Mr. Busbin agreed because the IDC states the same.  

The group reviewed Entergy comment 5 on the definition of Contract Path.  The group deleted the second portion of the definition according to Entergy’s suggested change.  Mr. Davis stated that the requirement 1.6 placeholder be removed, according to Entergy comment 6.  Ms. Davis explained that the placeholder was put in as a result of the dissolution of the NERC Market Committee (MC) and the TLR reviews that the MC was responsible for.  Mr. Davis stated that NAESB did not have the auditing capabilities to conduct such reviews.  The group revised the placeholder to state that “NERC procedures specify reviews of certain TLR events.”  Ms. York stated that the topic may have to be discussed with NERC and NAESB leadership, in order to be resolved. 

Mr. Davis then reviewed Entergy’s general comments.  Mr. Davis stated the NERC IDC Reference Document should be included in the NAESB TLR Business Practices.  Again, the group discussed the inclusion of the reload procedure in the NAESB TLR Business Practices (Entergy General Comment 2).  Mr. Busbin and Ms. Mangum-Goins agreed with the addition. Ms. York noted an offline action item to begin drafting this language, to be reviewed at the July 20-21 BPS meeting.  
Mr. Davis reviewed Entergy’s specific comments.  The group accepted the addition to requirement 1.1 as stated in comment 6 of this section.  The group noted that Entergy’s specific comments 7 and 8 had already been addressed.  The group agreed to revise requirement 3.1, in accordance with Entergy’s comment 9 of this section.  The group also agreed to the addition of “NERC TLR log” in requirement 3.2.1.2.    

Ms. York stated that as soon as the action item noted on requirement 3.2.5 was complete, the note at the end of the requirement would be deleted (as noted in Entergy comment 11 of this section).  The group agreed to the change to requirement 3.3.4, as noted in Entergy comment 12 of this section.  

The group discussed Entergy’s specific comment 13 and the rewording of requirement 3.6.1.3.  Mr. Davis stated that the pro-rata clause should be at the beginning of the requirement, instead of the end, as consistent with IRO-006.  Mr. Bissonette stated that the reference should be placed in such a way as to encapsulate Network Native Load, in order to be consistent with transmission tariffs.  Ms. York said that if the order of the wording changed the meaning of the requirement, it could be considered a Version 1 change.  The group made the change as stated in Entergy’s comment, but added a note that further discussion was needed to determine if this change affects transmission tariffs.  

Mr. Davis stated that the word “firm” should be reinserted in requirement 3.7.1.3, in order to remain consistent with IRO-006.  Mr. Williams stated that the requirement appeared to expand upon what IRO-006 originally required.  He added that he would discuss the requirement with his company to determine how the requirement is interpreted.  Ms. York asked Mr. Williams to discuss his findings at the July 20-21 BPS meeting, or to submit comments.  The group accepted Entergy’s suggested word change in requirement 3.8.  Mr. Bissonnette stated that the requirement should state “comply with the Reliability Coordinators request to return the system to a safe and stable condition.”  The change was made.

The group discussed Entergy’s specific comment 16.  Mr. Davis stated that a new requirement should be added to address reload transactions when the system has returned to a TLR Level 0.  Mr. Davis stated that this addition addresses the general need for a reloading requirement, but that more specific requirements might be necessary.  The group added the requirement.

Mr. Davis stated that the placeholder for Operate Within Limits (requirement 4) be deleted, as stated in comment 17.  The group agreed to the change.  

Ms. York stated that TVA’s comments would be reviewed at the July 20-21 BPS meeting.  She asked that items stated by other members of the group be submitted in the form of comments to be discussed at the July 20-21 meeting.  Ms. York said that issues related to Entergy’s comments on reload and the incorporation of the IDC Reference Document in the NAESB TLR Business Practice were noted for further discussion at the July 20-21 meeting.            
3. Discuss R05007 
No discussion at this time.
4. Next Steps/Other Business
The group will continue to review informal comments on the TLR business practices at the July 20-21 meeting.  R05007 will also be added to the agenda.
5. Adjourn
Mr. Lemmons moved to adjourn, and Mr. Davis seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 2:30 p.m.

6. Attendance

	Last Name 
	First Name
	Organization
	In Person/via Phone

	Bissonnette
	Victor
	Hydro-Quebec Transenergie
	via Phone

	Busbin
	Jim
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Carter
	Roman
	Southern Company
	via Phone

	Cox
	Phil  
	American Electric Power
	In Person

	Davis
	Ed
	Entergy
	In Person

	Devarona
	Ed
	FL Power & Light
	via Phone

	Lemmons
	David
	Xcel Energy
	In Person

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Mangum-Goins
	Sue
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person

	Stanton
	Jim
	Calpine
	via Phone

	Thomason
	Angela  
	NAESB
	In Person

	Williams
	Robert
	Florida Municipal Power Agency
	via Phone

	Yeung
	Charles  
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person

	York
	Kathy
	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person


WEQ BPS Meeting Final Minutes – 6/29/05 

Page 1

