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TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee, Information Technology Subcommittee, BPS Meeting Participants and posting for Interested Parties
FROM: 
David Huffman, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
Joint WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee, Information Technology Subcommittee and Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee Meeting Final Minutes – October 10, 2007 
DATE:

November 29, 2007
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Joint ESS/ITS/BPS Meeting

October 10, 2007 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central

Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
Final Minutes
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants in the room and on the phone.  Mr. Huffman read the antitrust guidelines.  After introduction of attendees the participants reviewed the draft agenda.  Mr. Pritchard proposed to move the review of calendar meetings from item number five to item number two and the other participants agreed.  Mr. Pritchard also pointed out that in agenda item number five he had drafted a work paper for TTC annotations not ATC annotations.  Ms. Kennedy pointed out that Ms. Franz had submitted a work paper on load forecast and actual peak load posting and suggested changing the agenda to reflect this.  No further changes were noted.  Mr. Pritchard moved to adopt the agenda as revised and Ms. Otondo seconded the motion.  The motion to revise the agenda passed without objection.
The group reviewed the minutes from the September 18, 2007 conference call.  Minor changes were made to Item number five of the minutes:  TTC replaced ATC and Item number seven was changed where TTC also replaced ATC.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the minutes as amended Mr. Green seconded the motion and without objection the September 18, 2007 meeting Final Minutes were passed. 
2. Schedule additional meetings/conference calls for the remainder of the year to meet year-end deadlines for work products. 
· Mr. Pritchard confirmed Duke Energy was hosting a meeting on December 7th in Charlotte, NC for 9:00am to 3:00pm Eastern. 
· The group confirmed a meeting to be held January 16 and 17, 2008.  Midwest ISO was going to determine if they could host this January meeting in Carmel, IN. 
· A meeting was discussed for February 13, 2008 to be held possibly in Reno or Las Vegas to be hosted by Sierra or Nevada Power.  Ms. Franz will determine if Sierra or Nevada Power can host this meeting and report back to the committee. 
· A conference call was scheduled for Monday January 28, 2008 from 10:00am to 3:00pm Central. 
· A conference call was scheduled for Monday December 17, 2007 from 9:00AM to 4:00PM Central. 
· A conference call was scheduled for Monday December 10, 2007 from 9:00AM to 4:00PM Central.

· A conference call was scheduled for Monday, December 3, 2007 from 10:00AM to 3:00PM Central. 
· A conference call was scheduled for Monday, November 26, 2007 from 9:00AM to 4:00PM Central.

· A conference call was proposed for Monday, November 19, 2007 from 9:00AM to 2:00PM Central.
3. Review responses from NERC ATC DT on questions about CBM and review questions submitted by NERC ATC DT on CBM. 
The subcommittee reviewed and discussed the work paper titled, Response and Questions from NERC ATC DT on CBM. 
Subcommittee question to NERC:  Will requests for CBM be received through OASIS, similar to the TSR? 

NERC response: WE DON’T THINK IT WILL BE QUEUED LIKE A TSR, AND WE DON’T THINK IT IS A TSR, BUT WE DON’T REALLY CARE IF IT IS THROUGH OASIS OR NOT.  WE THINK IT IS UP TO NAESB TO DECIDE HOW TO HANDLE – DO YOU AGREE?  

Group discussion:  Mr. Wood commented that FERC has stated that CBM is not an allocation and that reservations are made against it and that it is a set aside value and he suggested the group will have to work around that definition.  Ms. Otondo recommended the group ask NERC for more clarification on this issue. 

Subcommittee question to NERC:  If the sum of the request for CBM for different entities exceeds TTC, how to allocate CBM to different entities?  Do you envision using a first come, first serve approach, and if so, do you need time stamped requests to accommodate that?  If not, do we need to establish a mechanism or a window of CBM request submission?

NERC response: WE HAVE DECIDED THE TSP WILL GRANT CBM TO THE VALUE AVAILABLE AND ADVISE ENTITIES OF THE MARGIN SET AND THE REQUESTS AGAINST IT.  WE WILL NOT ALLOCATE, AND WILL EXPECT NAESB TO DEAL WITH CONLIFCTING SCHEDULE REQUESTS FOR THE USE OF CBM IN REAL-TIME.  TSP WILL NOT HANDLE THIS AS FIRST COME FIRST SERVED, SO THE TSP SHOULD NOT NEED A TIME STAMP.   YES, THE TSP WILL NEED A WINDOW FOR SUBMISSION (WE WILL DEFINE THAT THE TSP HAS TO PICK THE DATE). 

Group discussion:  Mr. Wood commented that he believed this was a question for the group to contemplate.  Mr. Wood commented that the group should consider two questions.  First, should the first customer-in-time be pro-rated and secondly, should the second customer-in-time be denied.  There was no further discussion on this question. 

Subcommittee question to NERC :  At the time of scheduling against CBM, if the entity needs more than their reserved CBM shall they be allowed to schedule more than their reserved CBM, if unused CBM is available?
NERC response:  YES, AND WE’RE NOT SURE IF THERE ARE LIMITS HERE ANYWAY.  

Group discussion:    Mr. Wood stated that the LSE could only go above the allocation if their original request was greater than the amount allocated. No other discussion was noted.
Mr. Wood then read the following statement from NERC to the subcommittee;

TO NAESB FOLKS:

We have been discussing as part of our work on CBM the concept of how to treat competing CBM schedules.  The items below we deleted from the draft standard, as we think they are probably more appropriate for you guys to consider.  In short, this attempts to give priority to those entities that requested the CBM (since anyone who is in an EEA2 can schedule on CBM)
· R1.1. Entities that have not requested sufficient CBM shall only be entitled to schedule energy over transmission capacity set aside as CBM that is unused by entities that have requested and been granted CBM
· R1.2. The Transmission Service Provider shall take action to ensure that any entity that requested CBM may schedule energy on that CBM up to the amount of CBM granted.  These actions may include the partial or full curtailment of CBM schedules not associated with an approved CBM request.
· R1.3. The TSP shall ensure that if insufficient CBM exists to accommodate the schedules of all entities who requested CBM be set aside, the CBM shall be allocated pro-rata based on the CBM granted  to those entities wishing to schedule on CBM who requested CBM be set aside.

Group discussion:  Mr. Wood stated that R1.1 seems to contradict the previous allocation statements.  Mr. Pritchard stated that if there was sufficient CBM available to honor that tag then the entity must be given the available amount that is in the tag.  Mr. Green stated that under the interpretation of R1.1, entities are given incentive to under report and to request less then they actually need.  Mr. Wood also commented that entities have to submit studies to show what load they actually need.  Ms. Otondo commented that an entity may rely on the market if they are close to a hub.  Mr. Pritchard stated that verification that an entity is not under requesting is a NERC issue and not a NAESB issue.  He believes R1.3 is the section that gives entities incentive to be honest in their CBM requests. Ms. Otondo pointed out that FERC requires CBM Rate filing also.  Mr. Pritchard pointed out that this discussion revolves around emergency circumstances and not normal scheduling. There was no further discussion on this agenda item. 
4. Review Comments submitted on Recommendation WEQ 2007 Annual Plan Item 2(c) – Order 890 Modifications to WEQ 001. 
The group addressed the work paper submitted by M. Franz, Sierra Pacific first and the comments are noted in the attachment to the minutes:  Posting of Load Forecasts and Peak Load Data.  
The group also discussed the work paper submitted by R. Mucci, Williams Power. The comments are noted in the attachment to the minutes:  Comments submitted R. Mucci, Williams Power. 

The group also addressed the work paper Comments submitted by Ed Skiba, Midwest ISO and the groups comments are noted in the attachment to the minutes: Comments submitted by Ed Skiba, Midwest ISO. 
The group reviewed the work paper Comments submitted by J. Cashin and B. Green, EPSA. The groups responses were noted in the attachment to the minutes:  Comments submitted by J. Cashin and B. Green, EPSA. 

The group next reviewed the comments submitted by JT Wood, Southern Company. The groups responses were noted in the attachment to the minutes:  Comments submitted by JT Wood, Southern Company. 

The group reviewed the comments submitted by B. Pinto, PJM. The participant’s responses were noted in the attachment to the minutes:  Comments submitted by B. Pinto, PJM. 

The group also reviewed the comments submitted by C. Yeung, SPP. The groups responses were noted in the attachment to the minutes:  Comments submitted by C. Yeung, SPP.

The group finally reviewed the work paper ATC-TTC Narrative Background. The revisions based on the comments and discussion were noted in the attachment to the minutes:  ATC-TTC Narrative Background.
5. Review work papers submitted on the ATC standards development issues assigned to NAESB that do not have interdependencies with NERC ATC work products.
The group reviewed the work papers submitted by Mr. Wood:  Draft CBM Requirements and Ms. Franz: Posting of Load Forecasts and Peak Load Data.  Mr. Saini stated that when including load forecast assumption that many methods can be used and it is very complex and in his opinion NAESB should not do a load forecast assumption.  Mr. Green asked Mr. Saini if there was a need to update load forecast daily.  Mr. Saini responded in the negative.  Ms. Otondo asked if load forecast was used to calculate ATC.  Mr. Wood responded that it was.   Mr. Pritchard stated that the group needs to know what loads are to be posted and the time frame for the posting.  Mr. Wood asked the participants if they wanted an hourly or daily posting of load forecast.  The group responded that they would like a daily posting only Ms. Otondo stated that in the West they have posting at prescheduled days.  Mr. Wood suggested the standards language should reflect that a load should not be forecast to far into the future.  The group agreed.  Ms. Franz stated that she believed peak forecasts and load forecasts can have completely different values.  She also stated that in her work paper she decided to add a description when discussing load forecast assumptions and did not believe FERC was only interested in methodology but that they also wanted descriptive information as to the load forecasts as well.  Ms. Otondo stated that a Balancing Authority has meters and estimates of loads but that they are not necessarily scheduling transmission.  Mr. Wood commented that customers schedule transmission and the Balance Authority accepts or rejects. Mr. Saini commented that the goal is for the forecast to be as close to actual value as possible. The group agreed. 

Mr. Green commented that the peak load of a particular day is made on specific assumptions (weather being the most obvious).  Mr. Green also commented that he believed a peak load value posted without assumptions provides no useful information.  Mr. Green suggested posting assumptions as well as peak load values.  He stated that more information should be provided along with the peak load value posting. The group generally agreed more information could be provided but did not believe an hourly load posting was necessary.  Ms. Franz expressed concern about providing too much commercially sensitive information which could lead to gaming.  The group noted her concern and finished discussion of this topic. 
6. Review of Strawman Conditional Firm work paper submitted by J. Smith, Arizona Public Services. 
The group determined to postpone discussion of this agenda item until the next ESS/ITS meeting scheduled for November 1, 2007.    
7. Other Business/Next Steps

No other business. 

8. Adjourn

Ms. Otondo moved for adjournment and Mr. Wood seconded and the meeting was adjourned by consensus at 5:04pm.
9. Attendance

	Name
	Organization
	Attendance

	Ed Davis
	Entergy
	Phone

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Resources
	Phone

	Mike Gildea
	Constellation Energy
	Phone

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB
	In Person

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	In Person

	David Huffman
	NAESB
	In Person

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	Phone

	Marcie Otondo
	APS
	In Person

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Phone

	Ed Skiba
	MISO
	Phone

	Jerry Smith
	Arizona Public Service
	Phone

	Darla Steffes
	Northern Border
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Kathy York
	TVA
	Phone
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