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February 16, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central

February 17, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Mr. Skiba welcomed participants to the meeting and attendees introduced themselves. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance.  The subcommittee unanimously agreed to adopt the agenda after it had been revised to delete the review of prior meeting minutes. 
2. IDC Working Group Update on Generation To Load / Parallel Flow Visualization
Mr. Taylor provided an update from the recent IDCWG meeting held in January, noting that he had assumed the role as liaison to the BPS. He stated that functional testing was complete, while full load parallel testing was ongoing; he added that certain mapping and data availability issues were outstanding. He noted that the IDCWG hoped that full load submission would be achieved by mid-March. He stated that Change Order 283 would remain on developmental hardware until full load submission was achieved and data confidentiality issues were resolved, adding that testing metrics were currently being developed. 
Mr. Skiba asked about the status of the priorities, as they were to have been submitted by the BAs. Mr. Kezele replied that this issue had been tabled until other issues were resolved. He added that May 1st was targeted for full data submission. 
After discussion was held relating to whether BAs had the functionality to provide this data, Mr. Kezele noted that RCs could request priority data under existing NERC standards. He noted that two options seemed to exist: 1) RCs request/submit on behalf of their BAs; 2) BAs provide the data directly to the IDC. It was unclear whether the latter option would require an additional Change Order. Mr. Taylor stated that RCs were currently submitting MW amounts without priority data, noting a possible conflict if RCs and BAs each submit data. 
There was discussion of issues surrounding requesting the BAs’ authority to request data from TSP(s) within their footprint. There was also discussion of how there would be awareness of whether entities were providing submissions given that a default existed. Messrs. Kezele and Muller agreed to work together offline to draft a Change Order to address BAs’ submission capability. 
Mr. Pritchard asked about the mapping issue relevant to the tag all non-firm option. Mr. Muller stated that it was being addressed through Change Order 283 in terms of functionality, adding that whether it was being done in practice by affected entities was uncertain. Mr. Sanders asked for a clearer understanding of what Change Order 283 would and would not do. Mr. Muller offered to create a presentation. 

Mr. Muller stated that mapping for TLR purposes was addressed by Change Order 310, noting that this would permit a determination of the impact of intra-BA non-firm tags. He noted that this mapping is not needed for parallel flow calculations, but would be required for TLR. In response to a question, he clarified that Change Order 310 would be needed for the production TLR to identify non-firm inter-BA tags and make curtailments on a specific tag. Mr. Kezele observed that once INT-012 goes through, Change Order 310 would be needed for tagging entities. Making reference to a NERC filing with the Commission, Mr. Kezele further stated that NERC would be implementing Change Order 310 to address the recent FERC NOI issues; he also read several passages from the NERC NOI response related to the interrelation of Change Order 310 and INT-012.
The subcommittee discussed the fact that Change Order 310 may imply that all entities provide non-firm tags. The equity of this approach was explored because not all entities currently use this functionality. Mr. Mallinger asked for a motion that Change Order 310 be understood to be not a part of the NAESB PFV project; no motion was made. Mr. Erhardt expressed his understanding that Change Order 310 was required for TLR or parallel flow real calculations. Mr. Muller agreed that Change Order 310 had been created to permit mapping so that the impact of each generator could be included. Mr. Kezele stated that the NERC ORS would decide on Change Order 310 at its May meeting; no official position on the issue was taken by the BPS. The subcommittee was informed that the ORS had asked that the BPS provide a presentation at the May meeting describing each option for the permanent solution. 

The group discussed the question of how the priority data would be requested and submitted.

3. Update from NERC Operating Reliability Subcommittee

The subcommittee was informed that the ORS had formed a sub-team that was working closely with the IDCWG on developing reliability metrics and that the metrics themselves would be designed for the permanent solution, but would be tested on the interim solution.

An attendee asked when the field test had begun, referencing the November 2009 NERC announcement that testing was underway. The subcommittee was informed that because the market entities were not providing data, the interim solution was not comparable to the existing IDC; for this reason, testing had been halted. The group was further informed that the field test would be resumed once the permanent solution had been reached. 
The group discussed the uncertainties associated with assessing the success or failure of the field test. 
4. Feedback from Executive Committee Meeting

Mr. Skiba stated that Jim Castle, of NYISO, was the new vice-chair of the WEQ Executive Committee EC), adding that Mr. Castle also served on the NERC ORS. He also noted that Kathy York, of TVA, had been elected to serve another year as chair of the EC. He summarized the five recommendations that had been acted upon by the EC. 

5. Review Parallel Flow Visualization Schedule
Mr. Skiba opened and summarized the newly-created Draft Project Plan document he had designed to assist the subcommittee’s efforts. The group thanked him for his work before he opened the floor to questions. 

Mr. Pritchard asked what the basis would be for making the decision between the two solutions on the table. In response to a question, he stated that he was looking for some degree of comparison between curtailment impacts for each methodology. Mr. Bressers stated that his organization had recently made such a presentation to its stakeholders and explained the structure of that presentation. 

Mr. Skiba replied that he had understood that the 12-18 month test would provide this comparison relative to the existing structure. Mr. Garren asked how any comparison was possible if markets would continue to report everything as firm to the IDC under the hybrid option. An attendee noted that Change Order 310 seemed essential for any viable comparison between the hybrid option and the existing process. The group discussed whether the permanent solution addressed the firm being cut before non-firm issue. 

6. Status of Action Items

Mr. Skiba led a review and update discussion of each action item on the Action Items work paper. 

7. Two-Tiered Curtailment 
· Concern about Unauthorized Development of Policy - Work Paper
In response to a question about the current process, Mr. Pritchard replied that firm is treated as firm whether it is on-path or off-path, provided that the off-path is firm on all legs. 
A discussion ensued about the question of how curtailment would be performed under flowgate allocation. In response to a question, Mr. Mallinger stated that each firm on-path schedule would be curtailed evenly, whereas off-path could be treated differently. He clarified that this disparate treatment of PTP and GTL would hinge on whether the flows were anticipated or not. He noted that the generators would be encouraged to make an accurate prediction of their hour-ahead usage. The group discussed whether it was possible that firm GTL could be made subordinate to firm PTP. 

Mr. Pritchard opened the WEQ BPS PFV - Policy concern with citations Submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke document and led the subcommittee through a review of its contents. He opened the floor to comments. 

An extended conversation ensued. 

Mr. Skiba suggested that the subcommittee create a short summary document containing the most significant concerns and submit the question to the WEQ EC. The group discussed the possible consequences of either an affirmative or negative response. Discussion was held whether the entity that could provide a dispositive response was NAESB’s Board or the Commission. 
Mr. Colby asked whether the subcommittee needed to resolve the policy question before choosing either one option or another. The subcommittee agreed that a resolution would be needed. The group decided that it would continue to develop the two-tiered methodology 
Mr. Skiba thanked Mr. Pritchard for his work paper, adding that he would incorporate its contents into the two-tiered work paper. 

The following day, Mr. Skiba presented his Draft Motion for BPS Consideration, stating that his idea was to seek permission from the WEQ EC leadership to approach the NAESB Board. He thanked Mr. Johnson for his revisions contained in the Draft Motion for BPS Consideration with edits submitted by A. Johnson, NRG Energy, Inc. document. Mr. Saini made a motion, seconded by Mr. Johnson, to permit the subcommittee to develop this draft. The floor was opened to discussion. 

In response to a question about the effect of leaving two-tiered firm curtailment out of the permanent solution, Mr. Skiba replied that the methodology was an optional component of the hybrid option, but essential to the flowgate allocation option. Extensive discussion was held relating to the proper procedure for asking the question of whether this methodology constituted improper policymaking on the part of the subcommittee and the phrasing of the question.  The subcommittee continued its editing of the draft motion. 

Mr. Mallinger made a motion to delete a reference to NAESB Bylaws and the first portion of the draft motion. This motion carried with six in favor and five opposed. 
Discussion was held relating to the submission of supporting documents. Mr. Culliton suggested submitting one neutral summary describing the two-tiered methodology and two position papers expressing whether or not it constituted impermissible policymaking. Mr. Pritchard made a motion to add the word “final” to permit the drafting of these documents, which was endorsed by the motioner and seconder. The subcommittee took a vote on the final motion, as captured on the Motions document:
Pending Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Executive Committee leadership notification, the Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) co-chairs will forward the final two-tier firm curtailment work paper and associated policy work papers to the NAESB Managing Committee for review and response to the following question. Can the BPS submit the final two-tier firm curtailment work paper and associated policy work papers to FERC staff to obtain feedback regarding whether the two-tier curtailment process conflicts with FERC Policy?

This motion passed without opposition, with twelve attendees in favor and no abstentions. 

The group opened the Consolidated Comments Two-Tier Workpaper (Redline) document and began a review of its contents. Throughout the course of this review, numerous modifications were made, as captured on the work paper. 

Discussion was held regarding whether to include mention of the proposed WECC procedures into the neutral summary. Decision on this question was postponed. The group agreed to remove references to the pro-forma OATT and MOD standards. 

The subcommittee decided to suspend further work on the hybrid and flowgate allocation options documents until the white paper summary was completed. 
8. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:00pm Central. 

9. Attendees
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