[image: image1.png]0

I

0




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 (WEQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) Meeting Participants and Interested Parties

FROM: 
Cory Galik Cummings, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WEQ Business Practices Subcommittees (BPS) meeting Final Minutes –December 8, 2009
DATE:

January 14, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

BPS Conference Call Meeting

December 8, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative

Mr. Skiba welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cummings gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves on the phone.  Mr. Skiba addressed the prioritization of some items on the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to approve the agenda as amended and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as revised.  
2. Discussion with OASIS Subcommittee Co-Chairs on DNRs, Designating and Un-Designating Network Resources
Mr. Mallinger noted that in discussing this agenda item with Mr. Skiba, they sensed that what participants thought of as Designated Network Resources (DNRs) was not necessarily how DNR was defined.  It was suggested that the term be discussed between the BPS and the OASIS co-chairs, Mr. Wood and Ms. Otondo.  There are many nuances on DNRs and Mr. Mallinger hoped the subcommittee could focus its attention on firm transmission service.  Ms. Otondo noted that, being in the west, it is necessary to allow DNRs to be broader than may be necessary in the east.  She also stated that DNR should be treated similar to the way native load service is treated.  APS treats native load different than other utilities, so network service across the country could be treated different.  The OASIS subcommittee has been working for over a year on standards to have DNRs posted on OASIS, as well as have network service requests on OASIS.  Her concern is that the flow visualization group will want to use this list, which could cause confusion as to who owns the list.  She also noted that DNR is not necessarily a generator; it can also be a system so care should be taken in defining it that way.  The OASIS group is currently struggling with what network services are and do, which is a complicated conversation.   Mr. Mallinger stated that BPS was looking for a way to classify a group of generators with firm transmission and prioritize the impacts.  Mr. Busbin noted that prior to a conversation with Mr. Pritchard he was under the impression that going forward, the group would look at a particular generator’s designation (full or partial capacity), subtract the third party sales to determine the quantity of generation in a unit that would be considered firm.  Anything beyond that level would be considered non-firm.  
Ms. Otondo noted that the transmission provider that is providing the service cannot provide contracts and a power purchase arrangement from another system does not have to identify the resource until the power flows.  She provided an example: on the APS system, if a network customer purchases a firm agreement at Palo Verde, they are buying firm power.  The supplier to the network customer gets a generator from Nevada.  If something happens during the course of the day and they lose the power from Nevada, they can source it from somewhere else.  Mr. Busbin asked, if it was necessary to redirect to serve that contract, would that second supplier then designate a unit or units to supply it and would that become an obligation on the part of the second supplier.  Mr. Wood stated that when a tag is changed  from one unit to another, that is not undesignating and redesignating, but rather moving from one source to another.  That is not DNR, that is a source that is delivering power.  The DNR is a contract, not the source of the generation.  
Ms. Otondo noted that the OASIS entries are entered by the transmission customer.  Mr. Mallinger asked if it would be possible to use the OASIS entries as a record of the customer indicating that a transaction is sourced from a DNR.  Ms. Otondo stated that doing so would be taking the customer at their word.  She also noted 18 C.F.R. 37.6.  Mr. Pritchard noted that 18 C.F.R. 37.6 has no stated requirement for frequency of posting the report.  Mr. Busbin asked if there was a requirement to repost if a change is made to the resource list.  Mr. Pritchard answered that any changes would be reposted at the end of the month, not at the time the change was made, but that there is no requirement to do so.  
A question on the phone arose regarding double counting.  FERC wants to ensure that the same resource is not being designated by two different loads.  Ms. Otondo noted that FERC Order No. 890-B states that transactions may be designated as a network resource by both the buyer and the seller.   
Mr. Mallinger asked about the timeline for the standards and the implementation date.  Mr. Wood answered that the NITS on OASIS Standards timeline has pushed the work out to be completed in the first quarter of 2010, but that may change.  Once the subcommittee votes out the recommendation it will be sent out for a 30-day formal comment period before the Executive Committee votes on it.  Once membership has ratified the approved standards, it will be sent to the FERC.   
Mr. Pritchard stated that, based on today’s discussion, he did not think it was appropriate to use the DNR list for the purpose stated for the parallel flow visualization.

3. WEQ 2009 Annual Plan Item 1.b.i (Concepts Discussion)
NAESB role in standards development:   Mr. Skiba asked Ms. McQuade to discuss the roles participants have in developing standards.  Ms. McQuade stated that subcommittees develop standards based on the annual plan.  If the subcommittee determines that standards are not needed, they develop a recommendation that states they are not necessary and explain why.  Otherwise, standards are drafted.  Once the subcommittee has created the standards and voted to send them to the EC, it is the EC’s responsibility to approve them as drafted, make revisions prior to approval, or reject them.  It is the responsibility of the board to make changes to the annual plans.  
The need for this discussion arose from a power point presentation presented at the November 16, 2009 WEQ BPS meeting.  The slide in question stated a need to “demonstrate to NAESB that there is sufficient firm transmission to deliver from their market generators to their market load across their entire footprint on a comparable basis to the non-markets.”  NAESB as an organization does not get involved with compliance.  Ms. McQuade noted that a standard could be created that requires a certain level of transparency reporting.  Mr. Skiba noted that NAESB does not conduct field tests like NERC.  Mr. Sanders said that the subcommittee is entertaining a proposal to use DNR but expressed concern that would not be appropriate for markets such as Midwest ISO due to their much larger footprints created by the market expansion and the firmness of transmission available for DNRs in the market to be dispatched to remote load in the market footprint.  Mr. Sanders discussed an example of potential impacts in the non-market areas (due to market dispatch of DNRs) crossing multiple historical BAs that span large distances. Mr. Mallinger stated that this example was not realistic since markets operate security constrained dispatch and are responsible for maintaining the reliability of the system. Mr. Sanders disagreed with Mr. Mallinger’s characterization and expressed concern with the equity impacts of changing the current congestion relief approach for the markets such as Midwest ISO, which is based upon allocations and the CMP as included in Midwest ISO’s tariff.  Mr. Mallinger pointed out that markets perform annual deliverability studies that identify generators that are deliverable without violating transmission constraints. Mr. Sanders noted that he did not believe that market studies were comparable to the non-market studies. Mr. Sanders noted it was his opinion that the current market relief approach for Midwest ISO was created to address among other things the equity concerns of the non-market neighbors, and that it should continue.  The allocations and CMP requirements are currently included in the seams agreements between Midwest ISO and its market and non-market neighbors.    The goal is to have comparable and equitable treatment for market and non-market entities.  Mr. Sanders noted that the equity issue will likely need to be resolved at FERC between Midwest ISO and its non-market neighbors.  Ms. McQuade noted that the request from Western and Basin Electric was unusual, because NAESB does not usually ask for analysis to determine if the standards are going to be helpful to the market. Mr. Sanders noted that Western and Basin Electric were looking for the BPS members to evaluate the equity of its proposal before recommending a new prioritization in TLR, not for the NAESB organization to get involved in compliance. If there is a question on this, the subcommittee determines that standards are not necessary or takes smaller steps to determine the level of standards that make sense at that time.  She noted gas quality as an example of this.  Mr. Mallinger stated that he did not think the subcommittee would be able to resolve this issue and it will have to be decided by the FERC.  
Ms. McQuade noted the options of the subcommittee.  They can determine it is not appropriate to develop standards at this time and ask for this to be filed with the FERC, which the EC can agree or disagree with; the subcommittee can develop principles in such a way that the data can be reviewed to determine if it is comparable; the NAESB office can bring in a FERC facilitator.
IDC Working Group Update to ORS:  The NERC ORS met in November, at which time the IDC Working Group provided the ORS with the minimum data set to support the gen-to-load reporting requirements. In addition to the original charge, the IDC Working Group was supposed to create a timeline, which was provided to the ORS.  OATI was named the vendor for this effort.  The subcommittee reviewed CO-283 Gen to Load Reporting Requirements.  It is anticipated that this will be put into development at the beginning of 2010.  They also reviewed the power point presentation for data requirements and the Generation to Load Project Timeline.  The project begins on December 16, 2009.  
Mr. Erhardt asked how the lack of a prioritization method would impact the timeline and the outcome.  Mr. Busbin answered that given the absence of a prioritization method, the group will continue as it has been and build place holders for the ability to prioritize those outputs.  The BPS work will not hold up the work outlined.  Mr. Skiba noted that the current production environment will be maintained during the 12-18 month parallel test.  Mr. Busbin noted that PJM and MISO will continue to report as they do now into the IDC and that will be used for curtailments. A different class of flow will be added because non-market entities will have a non-firm generation flow as well as firm.  Mr. Green asked, if it is decided the test is a success and it is implemented and this group has not created new standards, will the IDC be able to identify this generation to load component as output, and if that occurred, how would any of that be identified as non-firm.  Mr. Busbin answered that it would not be.  Those flows would be considered firm.  Mr. Erhardt recognized the need to maintain a schedule but was concerned with the outcome being assumed.  Mr. Busbin answered that the IDC Working Group was assuming that NAESB will develop standards to address prioritization within the time period.  
Mr. Sanders noted that he was concerned that the absence of NAESB action would result in a default in which the priorities change, to which he was opposed.  He felt that the BPS should take an active action or ensure that the default would be that the prioritization would remain the same as it is today.  If the ORS completes their exercise and decides that a new IDC would be a beneficial tool, it will be implemented.  Separately, BPS will or will not change its standards and the TLR implications will result from that.  Mr. Busbin noted that the ORS was looking to the BPS to provide input in the form of a recommended way to prioritize but that it does not need to be set in a standard at this point.  
Mr. Pritchard stated that during the time frame for this testing, there is an opportunity for data to be collected and analyzed by the BPS to determine if there is an equity issue that would result from a change in procedure.  He asked if this was something this subcommittee should undertake.  Mr. Busbin noted that the ORS would work with the BPS to ensure the prioritization is done correctly.  
Mr. Rodriquez asked why there would be a different way of treating entities.  Mr. Sanders used Midwest ISO as an example of a company with a large footprint with a single new dispatch.  Mr. Busbin noted that they elected to be that way.  Mr. Rodriquez asked why it would continue that way if there is not an analyzable difference to explain why they are treated different.  There has to be a demonstration of adverse affects.  Mr. Skiba noted that another option would be for Midwest ISO to file changes to their tariff.  Mr. Mallinger commented that revisions to the seams agreements are needed before the seams entities can adopt a change in prioritization. Filed revisions to the tariff would be a lengthy process.
Mr. Skiba noted that the jurisdictional entities have to incorporate the NAESB business practices into their tariffs once approved by FERC.  If necessary, they can apply for a waiver.
Mr. Green moved, seconded by Mr. Rodriquez, to have the BPS work towards developing a single approach to implementing TLR’s utilizing the enhanced IDC capability together with the identification of criteria under which an entity might opt out of the single approach.  The BPS will request of the ORS/IDCWG that during the period of parallel operation data be gathered in order to assess the appropriateness of the approach.  Mr. Rodriquez suggested specifying the result of opting out.  Mr. Pritchard stated that would preclude any analysis to determine the effectiveness of this single approach as compared to the current approach.  Mr. Green noted that the single approach would be tested in the 12-18 month period and would provide data to make an assessment of the benefits of the single approach.  After further discussion, the motion was revised to read: the BPS should work towards developing a single approach to implementing TLR’s utilizing the enhanced IDC capability together with the identification of acceptance criteria.  The BPS will request of the ORS/IDCWG that during the period of parallel operation data be gathered in order to assess the appropriateness of the approach.  Failing to meet acceptance criteria could result in the creation of a new approach.  Mr. Green and Mr. Rodriquez approved of the new language.  The motion passed with four in favor (Mr. Green, Mr. Mallinger, Mr. Johnson and Mr. Rodriquez) and three in opposition (Mr. Sanders, Mr. Busbin and Mr. Erhardt).
4. Plan for January 20, 2010 Meeting
The meeting scheduled for January 20, 2010 will be held at the NAESB office in Houston, Texas.
5. FERC Order No. 676-E – Impact 
The subcommittee reviewed the BPS Highlights, in particular the highlighted footnote 4.  WEQ-006 changes were not approved in the Version 2.1 standards.  There has been a change to the NERC standards that is currently pending at the FERC.  There is currently no action for the BPS on this issue.
Next, the subcommittee reviewed paragraph 13.  The FERC approved the minor correction to remove some of the language in WEQ-001 because it was duplicative.  
Finally, paragraph 39 was reviewed, which was tied to WEQ-001 regarding posting of changes in ATC information.  FERC thought that five days was too long a time period and suggested that posting within one day would appear reasonable in most cases.  An item has been added to the 2010 WEQ Annual Plan to review these business practices.  This item has been assigned to the OASIS subcommittee.

6. Adjourn
Mr. Rodriquez moved to adjourn the meeting and Mr. Busbin seconded the motion.  The meeting adjourned at 3:27 p.m. Central.
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	Arizona Public Service
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	Blaine Erhardt
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	Alan Johnson
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	Phone

	David Mahlman
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	David Kelley
	SPP
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