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North American Energy Standards Board
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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 – July 20-21, 2005
DATE:

July 22, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting with Web Conferencing
July 20-21, 2005
Final Minutes
1. Welcome and Introductions
Ms. York 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. Saini moved to adopt the 6/29/05 minutes and Mr. Cox 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 7/20/05”, located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps072005a1.doc.”

Ms. York stated that some issues from Entergy’s Comments on the TLR Business Practices (located on the web at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps062405entergy.doc) discussed at the June 29, 2005 BPS meeting had been tabled.  Those issues included the designation of Network Service as a NN6 product, the inclusion of reload requirements in TLR, and the incorporation of the NERC IDC Reference Document as a NAESB TLR Business Practice.  

Mr. Cox asked if Entergy was satisfied with the response to their submitted comments.  Mr. Saini stated that although several changes had been made in response to the comments submitted by Mr. Davis of Entergy, several items for discussion still remained.  

First, Mr. Kezele noted that Network service in the 7FN category is firm and treated no differently than firm point to point transmission service.  Mr. Kezele gave the example of the treatment of NN6 in a TLR 4 situation; he stated that NN6 would be cut as other non-firm was cut.  He added that a section did exist in NERC Policy 5 that allowed for priority 6 transactions to be upgraded to priority 7, when an Energy Emergency Alert 3 (EEA2) was declared.  

Mr. Saini stated that including the “point to point” references in the TLR business practices inadvertently omits reference to Network Integration Transmission Service..  The following addition was made to the definition of “Firm Transmission Service”: “Firm Transmission Service includes Firm Point to Point Transmission Service and Firm Network Integration Transmission Service.” 
While revising this definition, the group discussed whether capitalized terms in the business practices should be defined.  Ms. York stated in general, words capitalized were defined in the business practices.  The group agreed to review noted terms on a case-by-case basis to determine if they required definition and capitalization.  Mr. Cox stated that in general, the definitions of common terms were duplicates of the NERC definitions.  He added that inherent problems with revisions existed in referencing a definition from another document, instead of defining it in the business practices.  Mr. Cox explained that the NAESB WEQ business practices drove the WEQ Glossary and that terms defined in the TLR business practices would be added to the glossary.  Mr. Cox and Ms. York noted that when the business practices portion of the document was complete, a final revision for terms and definitions would be done.  

The group removed “point to point” references in the document where appropriate.  (Please see the redlined draft referenced above.)  Members of the group briefly discussed the definition of “Contract Path”.  Mr. Cox stated that when and a Source and Sink are listed on an e-Tag, the Contract Path of transmission is defined.  Mr. Langthorn questioned whether Network Service had a Contract Path and whether it was appropriate to remove “point to point” from 2.2.1.2.  The group decided to remove the reference and added that comments should be submitted if the change was inappropriate.  The BPS asked that it be noted that several references of “point to point” were removed from the TLR business practices, because “point to point” inadvertently omitted reference to Network Integrated Transmission Service (NITS).  Mr. Cox stated that this item should be included in the next round of informal comments.

The group reviewed requirement 3.6.1.2.  Mr. Kezele stated that Network service is either out of the control area and tagged, or it is not out of control area and the Transmission Provider takes full responsibility for the service.  Mr. Langthorn stated that the requirement should show that Network service falls into two different categories and can be treated differently.  The requirement was revised to state “Native Load and untagged Network Integration Transmission Service.”  The clause above was also added to requirement 3.7.1.2, in order to clarify that firm point to point transmission service and NITS are handled in the same manner.  
Several modifications were made to the examples to clarify references to tagged Network service and untagged Network service.  Revisions were also made to requirements 3.6.1.3 and 3.7.1.3.  

Mr. Cox questioned whether 3.7.1.3.2 should be above 3.7.1.3.1.  He stated that redispatch options would generally be considered before Native Load was shed.  Mr. Kezele stated that typically Reliability Coordinators (RC) will identify redispatch options first.  The order of the two requirements was switched.  However, the group did not specify which option was first, in order to leave this decision to the discretion of the TP.
The group reviewed TVA’s comments on the TLR business practices, located on the web at  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps062405tva.doc.  Ms. York stated that Reliability Coordinator Information System (RCIS) should be defined.  The group agreed.  She added that TVA’s comments to requirement 1.6 had been addressed through revisions initiated by Entergy comments.  
TVA’s comments stated that requirement 2.4 required further explanation and clarity.  The group added the following clause: “utilize the following Sub-Priorities as established in the IDC”.  The group agreed to make TVA’s revision to requirement 3.1.  Ms. York stated that TVA’s comment to 3.2.1.2 was addressed by Entergy’s earlier revision.  The group discussed TVA’s comment to 3.2.2 and whether the point was clarified by 3.2.3 and 3.2.4.  Mr. Kezele stated that a TLR level 2 is a hold state.  Mr. Cox stated that allowing new firm to start would delay the start of non-firm.  Mr. Saini added that 3.2.3 did not clarify that the transactions to start were firm.  Mr. Kezele stated that revising these requirements was a significant change to the practices.  The group noted that the language of 3.2.3 “all additional Interchange Transactions that flow across the Constrained Facility to be initiated if their flow reduces the loading” be noted as a Version 1 change.  Mr. Kezele said that the Curtailment Threshold allowed firm to start, but those above the curtailment threshold should be held and not go to a TLR Level 3B.  Mr. Langthorn stated that the number now in use for the Curtailment Threshold was discriminatory to small users of the system, because they cannot handle and request generation on the same volume or in the same manner as larger users.  

Ms. York noted that the comment to dynamic schedules could be handled offline.  The group noted that the Reload process and requirements were on the list for further discussion.  Mr. Cox stated that the process was referenced in 3.3.2.6 and that members of the group and those following the drafting of the business practices should consider if this was adequate.  If not, the BPS would discuss drafting language to include the reload procedure.

Ms. York questioned why requirement 3.5.2 referenced TLR level 3B.  NERC’s original requirement 2.5.2 stated “TLR level 4 or whichever is later.   Mr. Langthorn stated that the requirement refers to reallocation and a TLR level 4 is reconfiguration.  Ms. York stated that TVA’s comments to requirement 3.6.1.3, 3.7.1.3, and 3.8 were addressed previously by Entergy’s comments.  Ms. York stated that she would further discuss the addition of a new business practice (3.9) with TVA.  The new business practice would clarify that a TLR level 0 means the state has returned to normal.  She added that this would also be part of the Reload discussion with Entergy.  Ms. York stated that an update would be given at the next meeting.  Mr. Langthorn stated that requirement 3.3.1.1 addressed NERC standards in section 7.4 and 7.6.  

Mr. Saini stated further comments to the business practices.  The group discussed whether a wholesale change from Constrained Facility to Constrained Flowgate should be made in the business practices.  Mr. Cox noted the item for further discussion at the August 9-10 BPS meeting.  Also noted for discussion at the next meeting was the uniform capitalization of terms throughout the business practices.  The definition of “Reallocation” will be reviewed to determine if TLR level 5B should be included.   “Curtailment” was deleted from requirement 1.1.  Mr. Langthorn asked that a discussion on what is meant by “procedures” in requirement 1.1 also be included in the agenda for the next meeting.  The term violation was added to 1.2.1 and 1.3.2.  

The group noted that not all requirements have a title.  Mr. Cox and Ms. York stated that the business practices should be uniform, and that this item would be discussed in the future.      

3. Discuss R05007 
No discussion at this time.  WEQ BPS leadership asked that discussion on this topic be postponed until the completion of the TLR Business Practices.  
4. Next Steps/Other Business
The group scheduled three meetings: August 9-10, September 13-14, and October 4-5.  Mr. Boughner requested an email be sent to Mr. Rodriquez and Mr. Arness explaining the changes made to requirements 1.3.1.  Mr. Cox stated the email should request any comments on the revisions and/or how the PJM credit for redispatch affected the process of requirement 1.3.1, as stated in the Informal Request for Comments (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_bps061705cr.doc).     
5. Adjourn
Mr. Saini moved to adjourn and Mr. Langthorn seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned by consensus at 4:45 p.m. on July 20th.  The meeting on July 21st was cancelled.

	Items Addressed
	Items Noted for Future Discussion

	Designation of NN6 and 7FN – How they are treated and when they are curtailed

	Reload Provisions (Including whether or not a requirement is needed for TLR level 0)

	Different categories of NITS (untagged and tagged) and made clarifying changes through out the document
	Wholesale Change of “Constrained Facility” to “Constrained Flowgate”

	Removal of “point to point” reference so that reference to Network Integrated Transmission Service was not inadvertently omitted
	Definition of “Reallocation” to include TLR level 5B

	
	Explanation of “procedures” in the NAESB business practices – does this refer to NERC procedures

	
	Review language on dynamic schedules in Business Practice 3.2.5 matches that used in INT-004 R5

	
	Incorporation of the NERC IDC Reference Document as a NAESB TLR BP

	
	PJM Credit for Redispatch and Requirement 1.3.1


6. Attendance
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	In Person/via Phone

	Boughner
	Mike
	Xcel Energy
	In Person

	Cox
	Phil  
	American Electric Power
	via Phone

	Kezele
	Larry
	NERC
	via Phone
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	DeDe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Langthorn
	Jake
	Oklahoma Municipal Power Authority/TAPS
	In Person
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	Narinder
	Entergy
	In Person

	Senkowicz
	Eric
	Florida Reliability Coordinating Council
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	Angela  
	NAESB
	In Person
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	Tennessee Valley Authority
	In Person
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