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DATE:
March 11, 2008
Joint NERC ATC Drafting Team/NAESB ESS/ITS and BPS Conference Call
December 3, 2007 – 10:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central 
Final Minutes 
1 and 2.
Opening Remarks/Administrative 
Mr. Wood opened the meeting and welcomed the meeting participants.  Mr. Huffman read the antitrust guidelines.

The group reviewed the agenda.  Mr. Middleton moved to adopt, seconded by Ms. York, the agenda.  The motion passed without objection.  
3.
Review draft language with the NERC ATC Drafting Team for the two standards development items assigned to NAESB in Order 890  
The group reviewed work paper ATC-TTC Narratives Recommendation revised 11/06/2007 submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke Energy.  Mr. Wood remarked that the yearly narratives (and some monthly) had been created.  He also stated that the group should work from the recommendation summary.  The recommendation summary states:

In the FERC Order 890 under Docket Nos. RM05-17-000 and RM05-25-000 dated February 16, 2007, Commission made the following conclusions about ATC/TTC Narratives:
369.
The Commission adopts the NOPR proposal, with the modifications discussed below, to require that the transmission provider post a brief, but specific, narrative explanation of the reason for a change in monthly and yearly ATC values on a constrained path.  Rather than requiring a narrative when a monthly or yearly ATC value changes as a result of transactions being reserved, service ending, or the TTC estimate for the path changing by more than 10 percent, we will require a narrative when a monthly or yearly ATC value changes only as a result of a 10 percent change in TTC.  This will reduce the number of ATC changes for which a narrative will be required and address concerns that the new requirement unduly burdens transmission providers.  Any remaining burden is justified by the benefit to transmission customers of receiving timely information regarding changes in TTC that result in changes to ATC.  In addition, we adopt NAESB’s suggestion that posted information include the (1) specific events, which gave rise to the change and (2) new values for ATC on that path (as opposed to all points on the network).

370.
We reject calls for delays prior to posting data.  While commenters allege the possibility of granting others a competitive advantage through the release of “market-sensitive” data, they have proffered no evidence to support the allegation of potential harm.

371.
We do require, as suggested in the NOPR, a narrative with regard to monthly or yearly ATC values when ATC remains unchanged at a value of zero for a significant period, and will set that period at six months or longer.  This information will be valuable to customers and regulators in assessing the ability of a transmission provider’s facilities to meet existing service requests.  The information also will provide assurance to customers that the transmission provider is diligent in regularly evaluating ATC on all paths, monitoring persistent constraints and addressing them in its planning processes.

Mr. Wood commented that a narrative for the movement of ATC and TTC should also be developed.  The group agreed with Mr. Wood but did not discuss the comment any further. 
Mr. Rodriquez stated that he would add the NERC definition for Balancing Authority Area in the recommendation. 

The group discussed whether bullet two of the Standard Y.1: Frequency and Timing of Annotation Posting should apply under the standard.  This second bullet for Standard Y states:

· Monthly ATC will be zero for a duration of six months or longer at some time in the future
Mr. Slagal did not believe the second bullet should be a part of Standard Y.  Mr. Pritchard explained that he believed the by requesting a posting of ATC of zero, the FERC is trying to make an entity aware of a zero ATC in order to develop an accurate planning model.  The group agreed with Mr. Pritchard and decided to keep the second bullet in the Standard Y.  The group discussed, at length, the meaning of zero for six consecutive months.  Mr. Rodriquez asked if it meant one monthly value of zero for six months or six monthly values of zero.  Mr. Harm expressed concern over the burden of posting a daily value of zero for six months.  Mr. Pritchard commented that the discussion was not a reliability concern but a NAESB concern and the group will have the same discussion when the ESS/ITS/BPS meets on December 7, 2007.  Mr. Pritchard stated the ATC posting of zero would be easier to assess if an annotation value was needed.  Mr. Wood responded that he did not believe load forecast applied to the annotations.    
The group discussed Standard Y.2.3, which states:

Standard Y.2.3 Annotation text shall indicate the status of the path’s ATC.  The following table lists the narrative text options that are permissible:
	Annotation Text
	Explanation

	ATC set to zero for six months or longer
	Initial instance of monthly or yearly ATC set to zero for at least six months

	ATC remains at zero for longer than six months
	Continued reporting of an instance of monthly or yearly ATC set to zero for six months or longer.  


Mr. Pritchard commented that the annotation text will be a check box and the group will add a specific narrative to it.  The group agreed with Mr. Pritchard but did not discuss when they planned to create the specific narrative.   
The group next discussed Standard Z: TTC Narratives.  The Standard Z: TTC Narratives state:

Standard Z:  TTC Narratives

All Transmission Providers shall post on OASIS a brief, but specific, narrative explanation of the reason for a change in monthly or yearly ATC values on a constrained path when a monthly or yearly ATC value changes, as a result of a 10 percent change in TTC.  

Standard Z.1: Frequency and Timing of Annotation Posting

Posting shall be made each time TTC is changed by 10 percent or greater.  Posting shall be made as part of the posting of the changed TTC value. 

Standard Z.2: Annotation Posting on OASIS

TTC Narratives shall include the (1) specific events, which gave rise to the change in TTC and (2) new values for TTC on that path.
Mr. Pritchard explained that Standard Z dealt with TTC narrative and that he is proposed to post a narrative whenever the TTC changed by ten percent.  The group agreed.  The group discussed the use of Balancing Authority Area in Standard Z.2.3.  The group decided to use “Reliability Functional Model entity” as a generic entity instead of the Balancing Authority Area.  The group also discussed whether to use “Transmission Provider” or “Transmission Service Provider.”  The group decided to use “Transmission Provider.”  Mr. Saini suggested adding a bullet to the bottom of Standard Z.2.3, which would state “Honoring Constraint of Entity that triggered the change.”  The group agreed and Mr. Saini added that he would like NERC to review all the bullets.  Mr. Rodriquez acknowledged that NERC would review all the bullets.  Mr. Wood suggested adding “Generation Dispatch” and removing “Generation Configuration Change” to the second bullet.  The group agreed.  Mr. Slagel asked if these bullets would become a “pull-down” list.  Mr. Pritchard responded that they would but also added that the group will have a way to add text as well.  Mr. Pritchard commented that this posting standard would have a new TTC value would have a “start and stop time” and that this should help the marketers.  Mr. Middleton commented that transmission outages are already posted so this seems to be double work.  Mr. Saini responded that it was not double work because there are three bullets to choose from (system element forced outage, system element planned outage and system element addition or retirement) in the drop-down list.  Mr. Saini also stated that he did not understand why adding or removing a flowgate (bullet 10) could affect TTC since this was just a monitoring device.  Mr. Wood responded that it could change TTC.  Mr. Saini stated that adding a flowgate narrative would cause problems for operators.  Mr. Kimm responded that just adding a flowgate should not be a problem and should be kept on the bullet list.  Mr. Saini remarked that the group should discuss the flowgate issue more at Friday’s meeting.  Ms. Kennedy stated that “Facility Rating Change” is different from “SOL” and that since NERC uses “SOL” there should be a “crosswalk” into the NAESB business practices.  The group decided to discuss the frequency and timing of non-constrained path at Friday’s meeting. 

The group next discussed load forecasting.  Mr. Rodriquez remarked that NERC did not discuss underlying load forecast assumptions.  Mr. Wood asked Mr. Rodriquez if the group should define load forecast assumptions.  Mr. Rodriquez responded “no” because there was not a FERC Order on how to define a load forecast.  Mr. Wood stated that an entity would have to post whatever load forecast was used to calculate ATC.  Mr. Rodriquez asked if reposting ATC required a showing of load forecast.  Mr. Saini responded “yes” and that it would be posted as an assumption.  Mr. Wood commented that the NERC MODs did not specify load forecast.  Ms. Kennedy responded that she believed the MOD standard specifies what type of load forecast is being used.  Mr. Rodriquez asked what an “assumption?” was.  He asked what was assumed in order to come up with a number.  Mr. Harm responded that PJM had 19 different factors it used to come up with an assumption (i.e. temperature, weather).  Ms. Rehman asked if NERC was providing underlying assumptions for load forecasting.  Mr. Rodriquez replied “no.”  Ms. Rehman asked if load forecast was different from assumptions.  Mr. Rodriquez responded that yes this is what he thinks the group is saying that there is a load forecast and then a load forecast assumption. 
Mr. Kimm asked if the MOD standard 28 or 30 required an “off peak-peak” posting.  Mr. Rodriquez responded that the NERC MODs require, at a minimum, “on-peak” and “off-peak” values when doing a native load but does not mandate an hourly load forecast.  Mr. Wood commented that if the NERC MODs did not require an hourly load forecast but only “on-peak” and “off-peak” values then the group would have to change the system to reflect the NERC MODS.  
The group reviewed work paper Posting of Load Forecasts and Peak Load Data Draft Submitted by M. Franz, Sierra Pacific.  Mr. Kimm asked what a “native load” was.  Mr. Pritchard stated that native load customers were defined in the tariff.  Mr. Kimm asked if FERC was requiring a load forecast for every LSE because that is how he read section 416 (FERC Order 890 paragraph 416).  He stated he did not like the usage of the word “or” in the Order where it states to post either for the LSE “or” just one posting for the Balance Authority.  The group discussed whether the group should develop a business practice to address the “or” in paragraph 416 but no consensus was reached.       
Mr. Saini asked Mr. Kimm if he agreed with posting of native load.  Mr. Kimm responded “yes.”  Ms. Berdahl stated that her entity was a Balance Authority and it posted only one number and she asked if the group believed that is what the FERC required.  The other group participants did not know if posting only one number for a Balancing Authority was what the FERC required either so they could not answer Ms Berdahl’s question.  Mr. Kimm stated that PJM will post for both system wide and native load and they post on a LSE basis not a Balance Authority basis.  Mr. Pritchard stated that it was the load of the customers the Transmission Provider is serving, under the tariff, which is important in determining native or system wide load.  Ms. Rehman commented that the definition of LSE should come from a functional model.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that the load forecast should be posted for native load customers by the transmission owners.  He stated he believed the FERC is trying to determine what the loads are by using historic utility loads.  Mr. Saini stated that he believed in paragraph 414 (FERC Order 890 paragraph 416) the FERC requires a posting for LSE or control area footprint.  Ms. Berdahl stated that she would like a NAESB business practice that is more restrictive than the FERC requirements.  Ms. Rehman stated that paragraph 416 requires a post for load data for the entire control area footprint.  Mr. Rodriquez stated that the NERC MODs have no requirement for hourly forecast posting.  He also stated that a daily peak load could be used to determine ATC.  Ms. Rehman asked if the peak could always be an hourly peak.  Mr. Rodriquez responded that he believed NAESB business practice could always request more data than what the FERC requests.  Mr. Wood responded that the NAESB business practice could, in the alternative, request the minimal posting and allow entities to post more data if they choose to do so.  Mr. Pritchard commented that data not used would not add to transparency so it should not be posted.  

In the interest of time, the group ended discussion and agreed to discuss these issues again at the Friday December 7, 2007 meeting.   
4.
      Any additional items as requested by the NERC ATC Drafting Team 
There were no additional items.  
5.
Other Business/Next Steps 
Mr. Wood reminded the group of the upcoming meeting:

· Friday December 7, 2007 from 9:00AM to 3:00PM Eastern in Charlotte, NC 

6.
Adjourn
Ms. Berdahl moved to adjourn, seconded by Ms. Lee and the meeting adjourned at 2:43 AM Central by consensus.
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