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RE:
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March 8, 2008


NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

NAESB BPS, ESS and ITS Conference call
November 19, 2007 9:00 AM to 2:00 PM central

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. Mr. Wood noted that the November 7, 2007 meeting minutes had not been posted, so the item was struck from the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended and Mr. Pritchard seconded the motion.  The motion passed without objection.  

2. Review of Comments on Draft Standards to Address Auditing CBM Usage
Mr. Wood noted the large amount of comments submitted in response to the Draft Standards to Address Auditing CBM Usage.  He stated that the OATI and Southern comments proposed the biggest changes, and suggested that the group begin by reviewing those two sets of comments.  Ms. Otondo asked if Mr. Sorenson had any major concept changes.  Mr. Sorenson responded that he did not and recommended that the group nail down the large concepts before continuing.  
Mr. Wood reviewed the comments submitted by Southern Company.  Mr. Wood stated that Southern proposes that LSEs request CBM from Transmission Providers through OASIS TS_CLASS rather than as a specific REQUEST_TYPE.  He stated that TS_CLASS can be firm and non-firm making it less intrusive.  Mr. Sorenson stated that either could be used although it may be easier for implementation to use REQUEST_TYPE.  Mr. Wood stated that parties will have to key off the class anyway when going through the ATC calculations, and that CBM could just be another exclusion from the ATC calculation.  Ms. Otondo stated that the group discussed this issue last time and that any LSE can use any set a sides against any reservation.  Mr. Sorenson asked what parties will designate in their reservation field when scheduling.  Mr. Wood responded that parties will schedule against the reservation.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if the group goes this route they need to designate a key string to schedule against, so that parties don’t just pick other parties to schedule against.  

Mr. Saini stated that he believes that parties must request CBM on OASIS.  Mr. Hackney stated that he supports making it a REQUEST_TYPE.  Mr. Pritchard stated that if the group creates a special reservation which is updated monthly and scheduled against, there needs to be some sort of recall of the previous overlapping capacity.  Mr. Saini asked if anyone can schedule against another’s reservation.  Mr. Pritchard responded that the NERC MOD-004 R10 can be interpreted that way.  Mr. Saini stated that he does not see that explicitly in the NERC standard.  Mr. Wood asked Mr. Middleton about using CBM if in a footprint, but did not request the CBM.  Mr. Middleton stated that if a request is not made on a specific flow gate then the CBM comes off each flow gate during an EEA2 event and is done without the submission of an AREF.
Mr. Wood suggested that the group return to the original issue and determine how LSEs will request CBM from Transmission Providers.  Mr. Wood stated that he believes it will be easier to set up rules around a class type.  Mr. Sorenson said that he disagrees and that more could be done in terms of implementation with a request type.  A simple majority vote was taken on the issue and by a 6 to 3 margin the group decided that an LSE will request CBM from Transmission Provider through a class type.
Mr. Wood continued reviewing the Southern comments.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he does not believe that 001-x.1.7 is correct.  He stated that rights are not conveyed with CBM, because it is a margin.  Ms. Berdahl stated that rights are conveyed and that NERC MOD-004 is based on that assumption.  The group decided to leave x.1.7 in the standard.
Mr. Wood suggested that the group determine how parties should schedule CBM.  He stated that there are two options for scheduling.  The group could create a CBM set aside reservation that everyone schedules against, or if the aggregate CBM was included in the system data, then a special code for CBM in a tag could be bounced off of the system data total aggregate for validation.  No reservations would be used on the tags and the auditing could be done through the customer codes in the schedule detail.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he would prefer scheduling against the bulk CBM on the interface.  Ms. Rehman asked who would be responsible for putting the aggregate CBM onto the interface.  Mr. Wood responded that the Transmission Provider would.  Ms. Otondo asked for clarification on how the auditing would work.  Mr. Gilbert stated that if there is a generic reservation, then the specific customer will be on the tab for auditing, but if there is no reservation then auditing can be done through the schedule detail.  Mr. Pritchard asked if the group determines to use a CBM set aside reservation, that the reservation number remain constant.  After further discussion the group determined to use the CBM set aside reservation method for scheduling.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the following language be added to 001-x.1.10, “all requests to schedule use of CBM shall reference the transmission providers CBM set a side reservation for the applicable path.”  The participants decided that 001-x.1.10 would reference standard 001-x.3, explains how CBM is scheduled.
The participants continued through the Southern comments and made modifications to the language of standard 001-x.2.1, 2.2, and 2.4.  The group decided that standard x.2.3 was no longer needed given the other decisions made in the meeting.  The group also reviewed standard x.3.1 and modified the language to make clear that an LSE who has not requested CBM may still be granted it.  
The group began to review standard 001-x.3.2 but ran out of time.  At the next ESS/ITS/BPS meeting the group will continue to address the comments submitted in response to the draft standard.  The modifications made to the standard during the meeting can be found on the NAESB website at: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_atc_afc111907a1.doc
3. Adjournment
Mr. Pritchard made a motion to adjourn and Ms. Otondo seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 2:00 pm Central.

4. Attendance
	Name
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	Rebecca Berdahl
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	Phone

	Greg Gilbert
	Southern Company
	Phone

	Angela Gonzales
	NAESB 
	Phone

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	Phone

	Mark Hakney
	Arizona Public Service
	Phone

	Ross Kovacs
	Georgia Transmission Corporation
	Phone

	Larry Middleton
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Ron Mucci
	Williams
	Phone

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	Phone

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	Phone
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	Salt River Project
	Phone

	Jimmy Womack
	Southwest Power Pool
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	Phone
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