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DRAFT MINUTES
1. Welcome
Messrs. Saini and Skiba welcomed participants to the meeting. Ms. Trum provided antitrust guidance.  Mr. Colby moved and Mr. Mallinger seconded the motion to adopt the agenda. The final agenda was adopted without any opposition.  
Attendees reviewed the draft meeting minutes from December 14-15, 2011; there were minor proposed revisions to these meeting minutes.  Mr. Pritchard moved and Mr. Colby seconded the motion to approve the minutes.  The December 14-15, 2011, Final Minutes were approved without opposition.  
2. Joint Electric Scheduling Subcommittee Update – Action Item 78
[bookmark: _GoBack]Mr. Skiba provided the update from the Joint Electric Scheduling Subcommittee (JESS) update.  On January 5, 2012, he made a presentation to the JESS to address Action Item 78.  The focus on the presentation and discussion was whether the JESS thought changes were needed to WEQ-004 Coordinate Interchange, WEQ-000 Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Definition of Terms, and/or the Electronic Tagging Functional Specification to support the Parallel Flow Visualization Project.  A key question posed to the JESS was whether a definition should be added for Intra-BA Tags, or whether the definition for Interchange should be modified.
Mr. Pritchard noted that Intra-BA Transaction term had been defined in the Parallel Flow Interim Solution.  Rather than redefining the term, BPS should provide this definition to JESS to determine if it will work for the JESS as well as the BPS.  
3. Update NAESB/NERC Coordination
Mr. Skiba provided an update on activities related to NAESB/NERC Coordination.  Jim Castle, Vice-chair of the WEQ Executive Committee (EC), met with the NERC Standards Committee on January 11, 2012, to discuss the need for the modifications to the Interchange Scheduling and Coordination (INT) and the Interconnection Reliability Operations and Coordination (IRO) to support the Parallel Flow Visualization project.  The initial feedback from the Standards Committee was that Parallel Flow Visualization was more of a business issue than a reliability issue.  No decision was made by the Standards Committee on changing the priority of the INT and IRO standards development timeline.  Prior to their making a decision the Standards Committee would like to verify their understanding with the NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee (ORS).  The ORS will be meeting in Tampa, FL, on February 8-9, 2012.  Mr. Skiba and Mr. Saini will work with the WEQ EC leadership to determine who from NAESB will be participating in the ORS meeting.  It was noted that NERC did not need to have the INT and IRO standards modified to start the Parallel Test.  
4. Credit for Redispatch Sub-team Recommendation (Action Item 23)
Mr. Mallinger began the discussion on credit for redispatch, suggesting that the full BPS make a decision on whether to move forward with Option 1 (Current Method Used by Markets Reporting Market Flows to the Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC)) and Option 2 (No Longer Use Unconstrained Market Flows In the IDC) without having the sub-team first selecting one of the Options to streamline the decision process.  Mr. Mallinger noted there were two work papers posted for the meeting: a) Credit for Redispatch Sub-Team Recommendation 1/13/12 and b) Credit for Redispatch Sub-Team Recommendation 1/12/12 (OATI comments).  The subcommittee agreed to use the OATI comments document for the discussion.  Mr. Pritchard suggested adding a link in the document to provide information on Option 1 and Option 2 to assist those reviewing the document within their organizations.  Mr. Skiba suggested adding a footnote to the document indicating that references to market flows were for discussion purposes and that the references would be changed to generation-to-load flows when the selected option is included in the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper.  Mr. Mallinger noted that the sub-team has not fully reviewed the comments submitted by OATI.  Mr. Erhardt questioned how the Market Flows translate to generation-to-load flows in a non-market setting.  Mr. Mallinger indicated that detail still needed to be worked out by the sub-team.
Mr. Mallinger reviewed the Problems with Option 1 Using Unconstrained Market Flows with the subcommittee.  The primary concern is that the option for the first few intervals may reflect market participant behavior, but after those intervals it does not consider market behavior because the flows represent a frozen value.  The frozen values are only reset if an illogical condition occurs when the constrained market flow is greater than the unconstrained market flow.  Mr. Mallinger indicated that he believes Option 1 produces a bad outcome and should not be moved forward.  
Option 2 was discussed.  Mr. Bressers initially thought there may be some shifting of flows under Option 2.  Mr. Muller’s assessment was that there would not be shifting or if it was it would be minimal.  Mr. Erhardt indicated that he is unsure if the impact is significant until additional details are provided.  Mr. Bressers indicated that he thought there was the potential for gaming.  It was noted that with the timings the likelihood of gaming was minimal and if the solution has sufficient transparency, gaming issues when they occurred could be quickly identified.  
Mr. Muller suggest that if curtailments were only based on current hour there may not be a need to have credit for redispatch.  Mr. Muller agreed to provide a work paper for the subcommittee to review.  Mr. Pritchard noted that in the winter months there may be fairly steep ramp times for generators so doing away with looking at next hour values may present a problem.  It was noted that the Parallel Flow Visualization Solution will need to be reviewed by the ORS to determine if it may result in reliability issues.  It was noted that the cost for implementing credit for redispatch needs to be weighed against the benefits of implementing the functionality.
The subcommittee reviewed the Other Items documented along with the OATI comments that outlined addition items to be addressed by the sub-team. After completing the review of the document Mr. Skiba stated that he did not hear anything that suggested the sub-team continue reviewing Option 1 as a viable option.  He asked if the subcommittee could provide direction to the sub-team to stop work on Option 1 and focus on Option 2.  Mr. Saini offered to make a formal motion to eliminate Option 1 from the further consideration.  The general feedback from the subcommittee was that a formal motion was not needed.  The subcommittee agreed, by consensus, to have the sub-team focus on Option 2 and stop further assessment on Option 1.  There was no objection to providing this direction to the sub-team.
The subcommittee reviewed Parking Lot Item 23.
Need to provide an example of what happens when going from a TLR level 3 to TLR level 5 with credit for redispatch?  When you provide 27MW of relief through redispatch of firm should the firm go up by 27 MW while the non-firm goes down by 27?
The subcommittee reviewed the example in Appendix A – Credit for Redispatch – Discussion.  It was recommended that note 5 in the graphic be modified.  The note was revised as documented in the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper (Revised) document.  Item 23 status was changed to Resolved and the following resolution was included in the Parking Lot (Revised) document.
The subcommittee reviewed the Parallel Flow Visualization White Paper posted for the January 18-19, 2012 meeting and confirmed that the example suggested in this parking lot item was included in Appendix A – Credit for Redispatch – Discussion.  The answer to the second question is when the generation with firm transmission is used to provide the 27 MW of non-firm relief obligation under TLR level 3, the non-firm generation to load impacts are decreased by 27 MW and the firm generation to load impacts are increased by 27 MW which will be subject to curtailment under TLR Level 5.  (01/18/12)
Suggested changes describing Option 1 and Option 2 along with a footnote indicating market flows would be changed to generation-to-load flows were added to the Credit for Redispatch Sub-Team Recommendation Revised 1/18/12 document.  The sub-team schedule conference calls for January 25, 2012, February 1, 2012, and February 10, 2012.
5. Review Permanent Solution White Paper Outstanding Items
Change to Support Two Impact Calculations – Action Item 75	
Mr. Skiba started the discussion by noting that he updated the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper with GTL Calculation to include the resolution from Parking Lot Item 5 and Action Item List Item Number 75.  A new common requirement was added to the white paper stating:
The IDC supports two GTL impact calculations
· Generation to load distribution factor within a BA 
· Native transfer for a BA with multiple local BAs
A BA will be required to select which impact calculation it will use and to ensure that the necessary data is provided to the IDC to support the selected calculation.
The subcommittee discussed the proposed changes and modified the requirement in the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper (Revised) to state:
The IDC supports two GTL impact calculations
· Generation to load distribution factor within a BA 
· Native/transfer for a BA with multiple local BAs/zones
A BA will be required to select which impact calculation it will use and to ensure that the necessary data is provided to the IDC to support the selected calculation. A BA, whether market or non-market, is not restricted to a specific GTL impact calculation.
 The subcommittee closed Action Item 75 on the Action Item List (Revised).
6. Approach to Differentiated Intra BA Point to Point Tag and Network Service – Action Item 77
Mr. Muller requested that Action Item - 77 (Intra-BA NS vs. PTP) be discussed prior to discussing the Action Item - 76 (Pseudo-Ties) since some of the concepts documented in the Action Item 76 were documented in Action Item 77.  The subcommittee agreed to reverse the order of these agenda items.  The basic assumption for the work paper was that 
The Tagging Functional Specification does not provide any means for differentiating Intra-BA e-Tags representing PTP transactions from NS transactions. 
Mr. Pritchard and Mr. Wood both indicated that the in reviewing a tag it point-to-point and network service transactions can be determined.  It was noted that Sinks may require mappings to load.  The Sink may be a specific delivery point or a combination of delivery points.  Mr. Muller noted that the mapping of Sources to generation is not currently being provided under the IDC Change Order 283.  The capability for the mappings exists.  However, entities are not providing the data.  Mr. Saini drafted proposed language in the Proposed language to reflect the mapping load(s) to sink on a tag for discussion on January 19, 2012 work paper for the subcommittee to consider including in the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper.  The subcommittee discussed and modified the proposed changes.  As a result of the discussion Common Requirement 7 was added and modifications to the Tag All Non-Firm Component Specific Changes were made to the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper (Revised) document.    
The subcommittee agreed Action Item 77 was a non-issue.  The action item was closed on the Action Item List (Revised) with the following status:
1/18/12 The tags today have the capability to distinguish between intra-PTP and intra-network service. 
Mr. Muller agreed to revise the Action Item - 76 (Pseudo-Ties) based on the January 18, 2012, based on the discussion.
7. Parking Lot Item 27 – Action Item 76
Mr. Muller reviewed the Action Item -76 (Pseudo-Ties) Revised document which was posted as a work paper.  During the review the subcommittee: a) added clarifying language in sections 2.1 and 3, and b) modified the notes in section 3.1.  The revisions to the document are available at Action Item 76 (revised 01-19-2012). 
After reviewing the work paper, the subcommittee modified Common Requirement 5 and added Common Requirement 8 in the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper (Revised) document.
8. Document from Action Item 54 Sub-team – Action Item 79
Mr. Skiba started the discussion by indicating there were three documents posted for this agenda item: a) First to Curtail Questions WAPA 10/7/11, b) First to Curtail Questions WAPA 10-07-2011 N. Saini and E. Skiba Comments and c) First to Curtail Questions WAPA 10-07-2011 Tom Mallinger Comments.  He noted that the subcommittee co-chairs did an assessment on the issues to determine if the issues had been previously discussed and what was the outcome.  It was also noted the work paper provided by Mr. Mallinger included everything that was in the other papers in addition to Mr. Mallinger’s comments.  The subcommittee moved forward with the using the work paper submitted by Mr. Mallinger.  Mr. Skiba and Mr. Saini reviewed their assessment of questions.  Based upon their assessment they recommended no further action be taken on the questions as they had previously been discussed or addressed within the exception of Issue 3 Example 1.  For this item the modifications were made in the Coordination Agreement and Unilateral Agreements requirements to include treatment of firm transmission service sold under the Transmission Service Providers’ OATT prior to the execution of the Coordination Agreement or the Unilateral Agreement as documented in the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper (Revised).  To address Mr. Mallinger’s comment under Issue 1 Example 2 the following language was added:  
Market-to-Market redispatch procedures are not used in creating of AFC for granting of firm service.  
The First to Curtail Questions WAPA 10/711 - Response (revised) document was posted at the conclusion of the meeting.  Mr. Erhardt voiced his concern that the questions raised in the paper were not being revisited in particular with Issue 3 in having NAESB develop additional requirements for Coordination Agreements.  Mr. Skiba indicated the subcommittee previously discussed the issue and the subcommittee stripped out detailed requirements for Coordination Agreements and he did not want to reopen the issue for further discussion.  Mr. Erhardt acknowledged the issue had been previously discussed and felt the issue was significant enough to warrant further discussion.  Mr. Skiba indicated that there is a need to wrap up the issues and if the subcommittee re-opened the issue there is nothing to prevent reopening all decisions previously made.  Mr. Erhardt indicated he would document his concerns in a write-up and submit to the subcommittee co-chairs.  
The subcommittee closed Action Item 79 on the Action Item List (Revised) document with the following status:
01/19/12 - Ed Skiba and Narinder Saini provided comments to the document that included historical references to prior documentation, which was reviewed by the subcommittee.
9. Agenda Items not discussed
Due to time constraints the following items were not discussed and will be carried over to the February 15-16, 2012, meeting.
· Review Permanent Solution White Paper Outstanding Items
· Effective/Termination Dates – Coordination Agreement – Action Item 74
· Remaining Comments
· Categories of Individuals to Review IDC Parallel Test Data
10. Next Steps/Review Action Items
The next meeting will be held at the OATI office in Redwood Shores, CA, on February 15, 2012, (7:30 – 3:00 PST) and February 16, 2012, (7:30 – 3:00 PST).  
11. Adjourn
The Mr. Saini made a motion to adjourn the meeting which was seconded by Mr. Erhardt.  There was no objection. The meeting adjourned at 2:53 pm Central on January 19, 2012.
12. Attendance 
	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization
	

	Jack
	Armstrong
	Progress Energy
	By Phone

	Daryn
	Barker
	LG&E and KU Services
	By Phone

	Bert
	Bressers
	SPP
	By Phone

	Ernie
	Cardone
	NYISO
	By Phone

	Mike
	Colby
	PJM
	In Person

	Cory
	Cummings
	NAESB
	By Phone

	Blaine
	Erhardt
	Basin Electric
	By Phone

	Shah
	Hossain
	Westar Energy
	By Phone

	Alan
	Johnson
	NRG
	By Phone

	Shannon
	Jones
	Manitoba Hydro
	By Phone

	Larry
	Kezele
	NERC
	By Phone

	Tom
	Mallinger
	MISO
	In Person

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC
	By Phone

	Nelson 
	Muller
	OATI
	In Person

	Gail
	Parker
	MISO
	By Phone

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	By Phone

	Don
	Reichenbach
	Duke Energy
	By Phone

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy
	In Person

	Ed
	Skiba
	MISO
	In Person

	Caroline
	Trum
	NAESB
	In Person

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
	By Phone
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