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RE:
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DATE:

March 7, 2008


NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

NAESB BPS, ESS and ITS Meeting
November 7, 2007 1:00 pM to 5:00 PM central

Hosted by NAESB – Houston, Texas
FInal Minutes
1. Welcome

Mr. Wood opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Booe read the antitrust guidelines.  Mr. Wood reviewed the agenda.  Ms. Otondo suggested that the group determine the timeline for addressing the Order 890 items that are not dependent on NERC before addressing the other agenda items.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended and Mr. Smith seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  

2. Timeline for Order 890 Items that are not Dependent on the NERC Standards

Ms. Otondo noted that additional conference calls may need to be scheduled in order to complete the NERC independent Order 890 items by the end of the year.   The participants agreed with Ms. Otondo’s suggestion.  The following additional conference calls were scheduled.

· November 26, 2007 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central 
· December 10, 2007 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central

· December 17, 2007 9:00 am to 4:00 pm Central
Ms. Otondo reviewed the Order 890 Work Plan and highlighted the items that the subcommittees determined could be addressed independently of the NERC ATC Drafting Team.  Mr. Wood suggested that the team create a new work plan for the NERC independent items to be completed by year end.  The participants approved of the suggestion and created the Schedule for Completion of the NAESB only 890 Items.
3. Draft Standards to Address Auditing CBM Usage
Mr. Wood reviewed the Draft CBM Requirements work paper.  He stated that he tried to use the business practice standard format and that the language was taken directly from Order 890.  Ms. Otondo asked if the recommendation is premature since the NERC companion standards are not complete.  Mr. Wood responded that the auditing of CBM can be done independently of the NERC companion standard.
The participants discussed whether Transmission Providers should be able to evaluate the validity of requests for CBM.  Ms. Otondo stated that it is not the Transmission Provider’s responsibility to determine whose CBM requests are valid.  Mr. Green echoed her statement.  Mr. Sorenson stated that not allowing Transmission Providers to review and deny requests after evaluation could cause gross overestimations of CBM.  Ms. Weathers stated that the NERC standard allows for Transmission Provider review.  Ms. Otondo stated that Transmission Providers should not be held liable as the arbitrator of the validity of CBM requests.  Mr. Sorenson noted that CBM is an aggregate number and that anyone with CBM on the path can schedule against it.  Mr. Wood stated that the NERC standard allows parties to schedule above their entitlement, subject to penalty.  Ms. Otondo asked if the requests will be tagged.  Mr. Sorenson responded affirmatively and stated that CBM will be audited through the scheduledetail.
The participants discussed whether the functionality should be a new template or a new request type in system data.  Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Weathers stated that the easiest way to support the new functionality would be through a new request type.  The participants agreed.   Ms. Rehman asked if it would be the only request not subject to bumping.  Mr. Wood stated that CBM would not be bumped because it is not set against anything.  Ms. Otondo asked if the document covers more than what is needed for auditing CBM, because it addresses specific fields in the S&CP.
Next, the group discussed how tagging against CBM would work.  Mr. Wood stated that CBM will be an emergency tag that requires a reservation number to bounce the tag against.  Mr. Ecklecamp asked how the standard will handle after the fact tagging.  Mr. Sorenson suggested that the group create a requirement that tags must be submitted within one hour.  
Ms. Rehman noted that 001-x.1.2 is included in MOD008.  The participants discussed the potential for double jeopardy issues and decided to remove sections 001-x.1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.6, 1.9, and 1.10.  Mr. Wood suggested moving section 001-x.1.5 to the financial obligations section. The participants modified section 001-x.1 to reflect the discussion and wording preferences.  Mr. Wood suggested removing the financial obligations section.  The participants agreed that they were unnecessary and they were removed.  Ms. Weathers asked if the group thought there should be a place on the homepage for CBM.  
Mr. Sorenson asked the group how CBM should be treated in the queue process.  Mr. Sorenson said that he believes that it should be treated on par with long term point-to-point service or network service.  Mr. Wood agreed.
Next, the group discussed how curtailment would work.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if a request for CBM comes in from a party that has scheduled CBM and was granted an entitlement and one that has not, the party who scheduled should be granted the CBM.  Everyone agreed that the scheduled party trumps.  Ms. Otondo asked what happens if multiple parties who have scheduled, requests more CBM than is set aside.  Mr. Sorenson stated that you would have a curtailment and cut CBM pro rata.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if you give priority to those that have an entitlement, there must be tracking of the amount requested and the amount granted.  After further discussion the group decided when all schedules cannot be met, the first to be cut will be those MWs scheduled in excess of the CBM request MWs.  Then curtailments will be done on a pro-rata basis.     

The group decided to put the document out for an informal comment period ending November 16, 2008.  The group will continue to discuss the document and review the comments during the November 19, 2008 conference call.  Ms. Otondo stated that she would clean up the document so that it reflects the changes discussed during the meeting.
4. Adjournment
Mr. Sorenson made a motion to adjourn and Mr. Ecklecamp seconded.  The meeting was adjourned at 6:05 pm Central.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	Attendance

	Chris Advena
	PJM
	In Person

	Rebecca Berdahl
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	In Person

	Jim Cyrulewski
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB 
	In Person

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	In Person

	Francis Halpin
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB
	In Person

	Larry Middleton
	Midwest ISO
	In Person

	Mark Mitchell
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person

	Susan Pollonais
	FERC
	In Person

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Jerry Smith
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
	In Person

	Jimmy Womack
	Southwest Power Pool
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person

	Kathy York
	TVA
	In Person
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