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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Mr. Skiba welcomed participants to the meeting and attendees introduced themselves. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance.  Mr. Skiba shared that the other BPS subcommittee co-chair, James Busbin of Southern Company, would no longer be able to participate in NAESB activities. He asked for attendees to consider volunteering to assist in the chairing duties. The motion to adopt the Agenda - as revised during the meeting was approved without opposition. 
2. Status of Action Items
Mr. Skiba opened the Action Items document and reviewed the status of each item. Certain updates were added, as captured on the PFV Action Items (revised) work paper.
Regarding Item 12, the group discussed how the information would be communicated to NERC. Mr. Rodriquez expressed his understanding that NERC intended to distribute a letter to affected entities, adding that a formal letter from NAESB to NERC may not be necessary. Ms. York undertook to confirm that NERC was already in process of drafting a letter. 
3. Review/Update 2-Tiered Curtailment White Paper
Mr. Skiba introduced the agenda item and opened the Two-Tiered Curtailment Work Paper (01/08/2011 Redline) document to serve as the basis for discussion and editing. The subcommittee agreed to discuss the alternative versions submitted as particular issues arose. The group reviewed the document; Mr. Skiba opened the floor to questions. 
Mr. Pritchard called attention to section dealing with services sold on a contract path basis. He asked whether this implied PTP service, as opposed to NITS service, since it seemed to address BA to BA transfers. The group discussed the context of pseudo-ties and the fact that off-system DNRs were not path-based. Mr. Advena agreed that more clarity was warranted, adding that an implied PTP could be understood to exist on the border before network service took over. The group agreed to modifications to the work paper and a note was added to address the details of this issue at a later date. These and subsequent changes were captured on the Two-Tiered Curtailment Work Paper Redline (Revised 01/11/2011) work paper. 
Mr. Pritchard asks about section discussing stacked tag priorities. Mr. Muller expressed his understanding that if the tag is off-path, the IDC selects the weakest link, which is non-firm, covering the entire tag rather than simply that component of the tag. Mr. Pritchard asked what would happen if the tag were a stacked tag containing non-firm from one provider as well as firm from another provider; he added that, as drafted, the wording suggested that the highest priority be cut first. The group agreed to wording to clarify the intended ordering when cutting stackable tags. 
The group began a discussion of the Two-Tiered Curtailment (12/28/10) WECC Comments Submitted by M. Mizumori and Two-Tiered Curtailment Comments Submitted by D. Lemmons documents, agreeing to combine the two documents for the purposes of review. Ms. Mat-Amin led a review of the efforts; during the discussion, reference was also made to the Western Systems Coordinating Council’s WSCC Unscheduled Flow Mitigation Plan document. 

During the course of discussion, the group agreed to incorporate a reference clarifying that the WECC process under development procedure was limited to six Qualified Transfer Paths, as opposed to all paths in the WECC region. The group was informed that the remaining paths were managed by local transmission providers with the tools available to them. In response to a question, Ms. Mizumori stated that the unscheduled flow mitigation plan process does not take the firmness of the product into consideration; Mr. Ashbaker confirmed that the unscheduled flow procedure is based on contributions of the schedule, not the firmness of the product. 
Mr. Lemmons provided a review of the document he had submitted before opening the floor to comments. Mr. Pritchard asked what “the stated threshold” meant. Mr. Lemmons replied that several incremental steps existed in the WECC process, adding that on-path curtailment is often not required because what gets scheduled is often less than what was eligible to have been scheduled. He noted that the process in use predated FERC Order No. 888 and had been grandfathered in.

Several modifications were made to the Two-Tiered Curtailment Work Paper Redlines (Revised 1/12/2011) work paper to clarify the work paper’s description of the WECC processes. 

The subcommittee began a discussion of the seams agreement section of the interim solution. Mr. Pritchard expressed his view that the exact content of a seams agreement remained elusive. Mr. Advena stated that, at a minimum, the seams agreement was a bilateral agreement that dictated what would be considered firm and non-firm for curtailment, redirect, and other purposes that also mentioned how firm off-path service would be treated. Mr. Pritchard expressed support for defining the seams agreement more precisely in this portion of the document and suggested that, in addition, the subcommittee create a form contract that could be used to establish a level set around the country. He added that such a form contract would solidify the terms, leaving less ambiguity as to the validity of the agreement and therefore less litigation at the Commission. Mr. Advena expressed support for the listing of basic elements required of a seams agreement. 

Mr. Pritchard asked how the varying details in each agreement would be addressed by the IDC. Mr. Muller replied that there would be a Yes/No checkbox indicating whether an agreement existed. Mr. Pritchard asked whether existing seams agreements had specific allocation methodologies contained within their terms; Mr. Advena replied that the one between MISO and PJM did.  The group discussed whether the IDC could incorporate these bilateral provisions into its calculations; no definitive answer was reached. 
The group agreed to establish minimum requirements to be contained within a seams agreement because the existence of a seams agreement would be determinative of first-to-curtail or last-to-curtail treatment. 
Mr. Skiba opened the Mininmum Seams Agreement Requirements document; throughout the discussion, numerous items were added to this work paper. The contents of this work paper were eventually copied onto the Two-Tiered Curtailment Work Paper Redlines (Revised 1/12/2011) work paper. Mr. Advena listed several bullets for consideration. After an attendee asked whether the MOD standards already required such coordination, the group discussed where seams agreements existed today and where AFC/ATC coordination occurred. Mr. Saini expressed his understanding that the NERC MOD standards addressed the sale of service, whereas the TLR process addressed curtailment. 
An attendee expressed a lack of understanding as to the distinction between the actions required in order to be compliant with current MOD standards and the actions suggested as minimum requirements for a seams agreement. Mr. Advena stated that the MOD standards did not limit the sale or scheduling of transmission service, noting that they merely require that a calculation exist. The group discussed the differences between ATC and AFC methodologies and the requirements of MOD 1. The group discussed the proper method to control the selling of excess service. Mr. Pritchard suggested that the subcommittee avoid discussions relating to creating a NAESB limitation on the sale of service because it seemed to infringe on NERC’s role. The discussion was suspended until a future meeting.   
The subcommittee discussed the first-to-curtail paragraph. The group discussed the examples and posed many questions concerning the details of how the presence of an agreement would affect the prioritization of service in numerous contexts. In response to a suggestion by an attendee, Mr. Skiba modified “causing the constraints” to “contributes to constraint significantly.”
The group held discussion concerning whether the FERC requirement of “curtailments being made on a non-discriminatory manner” was implicated by the two-tiered methodology. An attendee stated that the process as it exists could be read to be discriminatory on its face because it proposes to treat native/network and interchange service differently. The subcommittee consulted Appendix C, 13.6, and 14.7. Mr. Mallinger stated that Attachment J was where the proposed parallel flow treatment would logically fall, adding that the other references were irrelevant. 
Mr. Armstrong asked what the criteria were for determining whether GTL is firm or non-firm in the flowgate allocation process itself. Mr. Mallinger stated that firm service would be established by each generator before all PTP was added and assigned an allocation for each party. He noted that each party could use non-firm GTL in real-time, but the allocation would more or less set the bar as a forecast.
Mr. Armstrong asked how a generator would uniformly determine whether generation is firm or not. Mr. Pritchard stated that his organization considers everything with a DNR to be firm service.  Mr. Armstrong expressed concern with the question of whether firm would or could be considered firm in perpetuity given the fact that both markets and non-market systems expand making load delivery points spread further than those it was originally intended to serve.
Mr. Skiba summarized the previous discussion for the benefit of Mr. Rodriquez from NERC, stating that the BPS had been discussing the use of seams agreements with a minimal provision that ATC/AFC would be honored on external party’s flowgates. He asked Mr. Rodriquez to comment as to whether this approach would interfere with NERC policies. Mr. Rodriquez stated that the NERC system attempts to understand the flows and does not attempt to affect either selling or not selling rules. In response to a question, he added that NERC does not provide any limits on the capacity that may be sold. Mr. Pritchard asked whether Mr. Rodriquez would comment on whether NERC would have an issue if the seams agreements, as described, were incorporated into a NAESB standard. Mr. Rodriquez stated that as long as deliverability is ensured, then NERC would likely not have an issue.  
4. Review/Update Hybrid Option for Permanent Solution
Mr. Skiba opened the Hybrid Option Detail document and led the subcommittee through a review of its contents. During the course of this review, changes and comments were recorded on the Hybrid Option Detail (with BPS Revisions (1/12/2011) work paper. After going though the comments as listed, Mr. Skiba opened the floor to questions. 
Mr. Pritchard referred to 2(a) and asked whether firm service was established exclusively through planning studies and operating guides. He stated that, if so, a conflict would seem to exist with FERC DNR requirements for an entity wanting to use the generator prioritization methodology. Mr. Skiba offered to perform a review to determine whether listed items were to be understood as considerations or requirements. Mr. Erhardt objected, stating that if there are no objective rules of the road for establishing firm service, then a single methodology for the entire interconnect was impossible. An extended discussion was held whether limitations on selling service, comparability in granting firm service, or conditional firm service should be built into the process under development. 
5. Review Data List for BPS Analysis

Mr. Bressers opened the Metrics Pilot Project powerpoint and provided a presentation to the subcommittee. During the course of this presentation numerous questions were asked and comments captured on the PFV Metrics Pilot Project(with BPS Comments) document. 

An attendee asked whether the IDC pilot project was able to capture the impact of internal non-firm without NERC Change Order 310; Mr. Muller replied in the affirmative.  

Mr. Mallinger expressed his view that the subject matter of the presentation fell entirely to the NERC IDC Working Group. Mr. Advena suggested crafting data for the future permanent solution rather than analyzing what the interim has done. Messrs. Pritchard, Sanders, Muller, Mallinger, and Advena agreed to develop this issue offline and return to the subcommittee. 
6. Next Steps/Future Meetings

The subcommittee set the agenda items for the subsequent meeting. 
7. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 10:36am Central. 
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