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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 posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS), Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Interested Industry Participants

FROM: 
Jonathan Booe, Project Manager/Meeting Administration
RE:
NAESB WEQ ESS/ITS and BPS Meeting Final Minutes – March 10-13, 2008
DATE:

April 10, 2008


NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Joint ESS/ITS and BPS Meeting

Hosted by APS - Phoenix, Arizona

 March 10, 2008 – 12:00 PM to 5:00 PM Arizona/Pacific

March 11, 2008 – 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM Arizona/Pacific

March 12, 2008 – 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM Arizona/Pacific

                               March 13, 2008 – 8:00 AM to 1:00 PM Arizona/Pacific

Final Minutes

1. Welcome

Mr. Skiba opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Booe read the antitrust guidelines.  Mr. Skiba reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Rehman stated that she does not support voting on the Load Forecast - Actual Peak Load Recommendation during the meeting.  Mr. Green asked that agenda item 6 (ATC Information Link) be moved behind agenda item 8 (TRM).  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  Mr. Wood suggested moving the adoption of the meeting minutes to the morning of Wednesday, March 12, 2008, as they were not posted with sufficient time for review.  The motion passed without opposition.  
2. Adoption of Meeting Minutes

The participants reviewed the draft meeting minutes from the November 7, 2008, November 19, 2008, and February 27, 2008 ESS/ITS/BPS meetings on the morning of Wednesday, March 12, 2008.  The participants reviewed the November 7, 2008 draft meeting minutes. Mr. Skiba proposed modifications to the draft minutes.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as modified.  The motion passed without opposition.  The final November 7, 2008 meeting minutes can be found through the link provided.
Next, the participants reviewed the November 19, 2008 draft meeting minutes.  Mr. Skiba and Mr. Pritchard proposed modifications to the draft minutes.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as revised.  The motion passed without opposition.  The final November 19, 2008 meeting minutes can be found through the link provided.

The participants reviewed the February 27, 2008 draft meeting minutes.  Mr. Skiba modified the minutes to note that the meeting was a continuation of the February 21-22, 2008 meeting.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the meeting minutes as modified.  The motion passed without opposition.  The final February 27, 2008 meeting minutes can found through the link provided.

3. Review Direction Given by the Executive Committee
Mr. Skiba reviewed the EC Recommendations to WEQ ESS/ITS/BPS.  He noted that the subcommittees have already taken a number of these steps to ensure that the deadlines are met.  Ms. Rehman expressed concern about limiting the informal comment process.  She stated that the informal comment process is important because it gives the participants an opportunity for in-house review and a more thorough industry vetting.  Mr. Saini responded that an informal comment process is not required and that the subcommittees make the final determinations regarding the recommendation before being sent to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Skiba noted that the informal comment process is helpful when there is time available.
4. Review of Documents Submitted in Response to the Load Forecast and Actual Peak Load Recommendation
Mr. Saini asked why comments had been submitted in response to the Load Forecast and Actual Peak Load Recommendation.  Ms. Otondo explained that after the recommendation failed on February 27, 2008 she requested those participants that voted against the recommendation submit a document with proposed modifications.  Mr. Skiba stated that if the modifications have already been discussed and addressed the group will move forward, unless there is sufficient support to overturn the previous decision.
Puget Sound Energy Document
The participants reviewed the Revised Comments on Load Forecast/Actual Peak Recommendation Submitted by B. Harshbarger, Puget Sound Energy.  The group noted that the comments submitted by Puget Sound were requesting Transmission Providers to post the forecasted load the day after the forecasted period and by a specific time.  Mr. Wood noted that the group had already determined by motion and a vote that the forecast would be posted in advance of the forecasted period, but that the group had not made a decision as to requiring a specific time for that posting.  Ms. Otondo stated that Mr. Harshbarger had informed her that he is not concerned with what time is set for the posting requirement as long as there is a specific time the market can expect to receive the information.  Mr. Saini stated that there is no real benefit to setting a specific time. The participants discussed possible costs and benefits of designating a specific posting deadline.  Mr. Saini made a motion that the load forecast and the peak load will be posted any time during the posting day up to midnight of that day.  Mr. Green confirmed that the motion is only addressing the posting time and not reopening the day prior or the day after issue.  The motion passed a simple majority vote.  Mr. Green and Mr. Eckelkamp opposed.
EPSA Document 

The participants reviewed the Submission to the NAESB BPS/ESS/ITS Re: Standard on Load Forecasts Submitted by J. Cashin and B. Green, EPSA.  Mr. Green stated that the principal reason for his opposition to the Load Forecast and Actual Peak Load Recommendation was the lack of detail concerning the weather information.  He stated that weather forecasting has a large effect on the load forecast and since FERC stipulated that there is no penalty for unforeseen circumstances, the intent to include the information is clear.  Mr. Skiba noted that the group had already addressed the issue and suggested moving on to one of Mr. Green’s other issues.  Mr. Green stated that the other issues discussed in his work paper are also addressed in Mr. Sorenson’s work paper.  He suggested moving to the OATI comments.
OATI Document
The participants reviewed the Comments on the Load Forecast Standard Recommendation Submitted by P. Sorenson, OATI.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that he understands Mr. Sorenson’s opening comments in the work paper and supports his position.  Mr. Eckelkamp echoed Mr. Harshbarger’s comment.  Mr. Saini stated that he too understand’s Mr. Sorenson’s position but does not believe that it is the correct interpretation of Order 890.  Mr. Wood stated that he opposes requiring a load forecast every time a new ATC calculation is done.  Mr. Smith stated that the issue being discussed has already been determined and he does not support reopening it.  The group agreed.

The participants reviewed Mr. Sorenson’s proposed redline changes to the draft standard.  Mr. Skiba noted that some of the modifications were non-substantive and suggested that the group move past the non-substantive modifications the group has already considered. The group agreed with Mr. Skiba’s suggestion.  The group reviewed the work paper and accepted the minor grammatical and consistency corrections proposed by Mr. Sorenson.  

Mr. Wood made a motion to approve for posting for formal comment request number 2008 AP 2.a.i.4, 2.b.v.4, 2.b.v.5 as finalized by NAESB staff.  Mr. Green stated that he would like to note that he cannot support the document, as nothing of substance has changed since the last meeting.  Mr. Saini asked Mr. Green to explain his opposition.  Mr. Green stated that he believes a more detailed weather forecast should be required and that the load forecast should be required to be posted at a specific time.  Mr. Green asked that a balanced vote be taken on the recommendation.  The motion passed a balanced vote 7 to 1. [Vote 1].  The Load Forecast and Actual Peak Load Recommendation approved by the subcommittee can be found through the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a1.doc
5. Post Back
Ms. Otondo reviewed the “Guiding” Language for Postbacks document.  She stated that the document combines the documentation on postbacks and counterflows from the Order 890 Work Plan, the WEQ Annual Plan, and the NERC MODs.  The group discussed how to define postbacks and counterflows and the regional differences in their processes.  Mr. Pritchard suggested that the subcommittee look at the postback list created by the group and determine if any complementary business practices should be developed for the items on the list.  Mr. Eckelkamp suggested that the group develop a definition for “schedule”, as it is a fundamental issue moving forward.  Mr. Saini suggested that the group also include the Annual Plan Item on ETC with the postback and counterflow work as the three are closely related.  The group discussed how ETC is calculated and relates to postbacks and counterflows.  Mr. Williams stated that postbacks are accounted for differently depending on the way annulments effect the ATC and ETC calculations.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the group first go through the list and make sure that it is comprehensive.
Draft Lists of Postbacks
Mr. Pritchard reviewed the Draft List of Postbacks, Submitted by A. Rodriquez, NERC.  Mr. Williams noted that if ATC is calculated on an hourly basis and a reservation is annulled intra hour before ATC is recalculated, there is a postback during that period.  Mr. Saini stated that if the annulment is reflected in the ETC then there is no postback period, but if it is not reflected there is a postback period.  The participants decided to describe the interim postback situation above the table and add a “Postback, Counterflow, or ETC” and “internal” column to the table.   The group continued to discuss the differences in their systems and what they consider a postback.  Mr. Pritchard explained that he would like to include a column for “internal” because transmission providers often have internal calculations that differ from what is shown so that they don’t oversell capacity.  Mr. Williams stated that the group should account for two different time horizons because one time horizon uses reservation and another time horizon uses the schedules.  Mr. Skiba suggested that the group focus on redefining postback.  Mr. Smith noted that postback has already been defined in the NERC MODs, so the group is actually just adding clarity to the NERC definition.  Ms. Otondo worked with Mr. Williams and the rest of the group to create the following definitions or categories for postbacks:
The change in ATC due to:

(1) a change in status of Transmission service request prior to inclusion in the recalculation of ATC/ETC (e.g. from confirmed),

(2) a potential change in status or capacity (such as counteroffer) or inclusion of a Transmission Service request (i.e. pending – e.g. not confirmed)

(3) if all firm reservations (confirmed) are included in ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, the release of unscheduled firm Transmission Service
(4) if scheduled firm transmission service is included in the ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, there is no need to postback unscheduled Transmission Service

(5) if all non-firm reservations (confirmed) are included in ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, the inclusion of unscheduled non-firm Transmission Service will be a postback in the determination of non-firm ATC
(6) if scheduled non-firm transmission service is included in the ETC for use in the non-firm ATC calculation, there is no need to postback unscheduled Transmission Service
While discussing the draft definition the participants discovered a gap in the calculation of non-firm ATC, in that there is no explicit provision for including unscheduled firm transmission service.  The participants decided to send a memo to the NERC ATC Drafting Team care of Andy Rodriquez suggesting some options for filling the gap.  This memo can be found on the NAESB site through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a9.doc.
The participants continued to review the external postback list and created a column for the category or definition that the items fall under for both Firm and Non-firm ATC.  The group made modifications to the list by removing those items that had been addressed in other parts of the table, and adding item 22 – Relinquish secondary non-firm point-to-point capacity.
Next, the group reviewed the revised table and determined for each item whether a NAESB business practice must be developed for the item or if one already exists.  Mr. Skiba asked the group if they believed a general standard for postbacks should be developed, and if so, if enough information had been captured in the table to begin drafting the standard.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the group proceed with caution if they intend to include the comprehensive table in a standard, as it could be used in an audit.  She stated that if a Transmission Provider posts something back, and it isn’t included on the list, it could be considered a violation if the list is interpreted as comprehensive.  The participants discussed the pros and cons of making the table a standard. 
Ms. Rehman moved to include a new postback section in WEQ-001 rather than adding postback language to existing business practice standards.  The motion passed without opposition.  Mr. Wood abstained.

Mr. Saini made a motion, as drafted by Ms. Otondo, that the postback standards language shall include a comprehensive listing of postbacks which shall be used by the TP in the calculation of ATC as applicable, delineating those that are included in the firm ATC calculation from those in the non-firm ATC calculation, and shall include language that allows for a TP to include additional item(s) not called out as a postback in the NAESB BPS provided the TP includes a description of such additional item in their ATCID.  Several participants expressed concern with the motion.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he does not support the idea of making the list into a standardized comprehensive list.  He stated that the group could not account for every scenario and that the group is blurring the difference between ATC and ETC.  

After discussion and some friendly amendments, Mr. Saini revised his motion to state; the postback standard shall include a table of items with conditions for use in the calculation of ATC, unless otherwise accounted for in ETC, as defined by the TP in their ATCID. The postback standard shall also allow for a TP to include additional item(s) not called out as a postback in the NAESB BPS provided the TP includes a description of such additional item in their ATCID.  The motion passed a balanced vote by a 4 to 3 margin.  [Vote 2].
Based upon the motions and discussion, the participants continued to add to the postback concept document and to provide responses to those issues resolved.  The postback concept document can be found on the NAESB website through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a10.doc.
Next, the group discussed whether the internal postback list should be developed.  Mr. Pritchard made a motion that, at this time, the NAESB business practices will only address the list of postbacks that apply to “both internally adjusted ATC and posted ATC” (and not the “postbacks for the internally adjusted ATC only”).  No discussion was had on the motion and the motion passed a simple majority vote.  Mr. Green abstained.
Mr. Eckelkamp undertook to develop some examples by March 21, 2008 to help resolve the “scheduled” vs. “unscheduled” issue captured in concept three of the concept document.  Mr. Harmon, Mr. Williams, and Mr. Wood undertook to develop some draft standards language for postbacks based upon the discussion and documentation from the meeting. 
6. Counterflows
The participants reviewed paragraph 293 of Order 890.  Mr. Pritchard initiated the discussion by noting that Duke does not recognize counterflows and that there are other methods of managing negative ATC.  Ms. Berdhal suggested that counterflows may already be covered by MOD-029.  Ms. Otondo also noted that the counterflows issue was not included on the February 8, 2008 NERC handoff list.  Mr. Saini stated that paragraph 293 makes it clear that NAESB needs to address the counterflows issue.  The group discussed whether standards to address counterflows needed to be developed.  Mr. Saini made a motion, since Order 890 paragraph 293 requires the development of Business Practice Standards to treat counterflows consistently, and this issue has not been addressed in NERC standards, NAESB should develop standards to address the consistency issue.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the group is not insinuating that NERC did not address an assigned issue.  The motion passed without opposition.
The group continued to discuss how accounting for counterflows varies by region and added items to the Counterflows Concepts Document.  Mr. Saini proposed the following language as a baseline for the development of a standard:
At a minimum, the Transmission Provider shall create 30% non-firm ATC from a counterflow unless the Transmission Provider documents their inability to do so in their ATCID.  Using a percentage greater than 30% shall also be documented in the ATCID.

Several of the participants noted that Mr. Saini’s proposed standard does not limit the Transmission Provider’s freedom and adds nothing new to today’s process.  Mr. Williams undertook to lead a team to develop the scope for a counterflows standard, as well as assemble some documentation to be presented to the subcommittee at the April 16-17, 2008 meeting.  Mr. Harmon, Mr. Bates, Ms. Otondo, and Mr. Saini all agreed to be on the team.
7. Review of the ATC Information Link Recommendation

Mr. Wood reviewed the ATC Information Link Recommendation which he created using the groups previous work on the ATC Information Link .  He explained that the group discontinued work on the ATC Information Link several months before the NERC MODs had been solidified.  The group made modifications to the recommendation to reflect updates to the NERC MODs and the other recommendations developed by the subcommittee.  
Mr. Saini suggested removing the items “Results of TFC Calculations” and “Results of AFC Calculations” from the link because they are ambiguous and no longer included in the NERC MODs.  Ms. Rehman and Ms. Berdahl disagreed with Mr. Saini and stated that the items should remain part of the ATC Information Link.  After further discussion the group voted to remove the items by a six to one margin, subject to adding the issue of where to post the items to the general parking lot list.  
Mr. Williams suggested that the group include a provision in the ATC Information Link that allows Transmission Providers to redact portions of documents posted on the link due to market, security, or reliability sensitivity concerns.  The group discussed the issue and crafted language to address the issue.  Mr. Falls asked how the link to the CBMID would be relevant to SRP given that SRP does not post CBM.  Mr. Wood explained that the CBMID link would be linked to a page that states that SRP does not have a CBM methodology.  Ms. Otondo suggested that language be added to 001-13.1.5 making clear that information does not have to be posted if not applicable to the Transmission Provider’s methodologies. 
The participants discussed how the subcommittee should proceed with the ATC Information Link Recommendation and other Order 890 recommendations, given the NERC MODs did not pass the NERC process.  Ms. McQuade and Mr. Oberski suggested that the subcommittee continue to develop standards despite the NERC results and that all future recommendations be submitted with a cover letter explaining the situation.  The participants approved of the suggested approach.

After the subcommittee finished a final review of the recommendation, Mr. Wood moved that the group approve the ATC Information Link proposed standard Request No. 2008 AP Item 2.b.vii for formal comment subject to the joint BPS-ESS/ITS subcommittee chairs’ ability to “recall” the proposed standard once the NERC ATC-related MODs have been approved. Should the subcommittee chairs determinate that the redrafted/ approved version of the NERC ATC-related MODs have changed in a manner that substantively impacts the proposed standard, the chairs will bring the proposed standard back to the subcommittee for further work. NAESB staff will perform final clean-up of the recommendation prior to posting for formal comment.  The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition
8. ATC / AFC (AP Item 2.b.v.1)
Ms. Otondo reviewed the ATC-AFC Guidance work paper.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he believes that the data exchange item has been addressed by the NERC standards.  The participants agreed that the subcommittee and the NERC ATC Drafting Team previously came to that agreement.  Mr. Pritchard made a motion that item No. 2(b)(v)(2) of the 2008 Annual Plan related to the data exchange is complete and has been addressed by NERC.  The chairs of the BPS/ESS/ITS will write a recommendation to decline any action on this 2008 Annual Plan Item.  The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition.
The participants briefly discussed the frequency requirement for posting ATC, AFC and TTC calculations, and how that may differ from the NERC requirement for the frequency of calculations.  The participants noted this distinction on the ATC-AFC Concepts document and the ATC-AFC parking lot document.  Ms. Rehman undertook to prepare a work paper on the topic for review during the March 28, 2008 conference call.  She stated that she would have the document posted by March 24, 2008.
9. Next Steps

The participants discussed the remaining items on the Order 890 work plan.  These items include postbacks/counterflows, ETC, ATC/AFC Methodologies, CBM, TRM, and the catchall item.  Ms. Otondo prepared an outline detailing the items to be discussed at the next scheduled meetings.  This meeting plan can be found on the NAESB web site through the following link:  http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc031008a3.doc
10. Adjournment
Mr. Harmon made a motion to adjourn.  The meeting was adjourned at 12:04 pm Mountain/Pacific.
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