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Business Practices Subcommittee
Conference Call
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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Saini and Skiba welcomed participants to the meeting and attendees introduced themselves. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance.  After a motion by Mr. Johnson, seconded by Mr. Taylor, the agenda was adopted as drafted.

2. Two-Tiered Curtailment 
· Review/Update Two-Tier Curtailment White Paper
Mr. Skiba opened the floor for discussion of how current Western Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) practices may inform the question of whether the proposal runs contrary to FERC policy. Ms. Mizumori asked that specific references to processes forming a part of projects currently under development at WECC be removed from any NAESB submission to the Commission. She stated that although the referenced proposed processes are technically accurate, their presentation to the Commission would be premature. Ms. Mizumori, seconded by Ms. Parsons, made the following motion, captured as Motion 15 on the Motions document: 

Remove references of Unscheduled Flow future process (from WECC) from the two-tier curtailment work paper and do not include it in any position paper.

A vote was taken that resulted in 7 votes in favor, none opposed, and 3 abstentions; the motion carried.
The group discussed at some length what information should be kept in the two-tiered firm curtailment (2-TFC) work paper. Mr. Culliton stated that three distinct documents should be drafted: 1) a document setting forth the proposed methodology; 2) a position paper citing reasons the proposal runs contrary to FERC policy; 3) a position paper citing reasons the proposal is consistent with FERC policy. There was considerable opposition to this proposal by attendees who considered the existing work paper to be impartial. Mr. Culliton stated that any document that NAESB sent to the Commission staff had to be entirely neutral, unless characterized otherwise on its face. He reiterated his suggestion that three separate documents be drafted, with the central piece being a presentation of the proposed methodology stripped free of non-essential information. 
Ms. Mizumori, seconded by Mr. Pritchard, made the following motion, captured as Motion 16:

Remove references of WECC current unscheduled flow mitigation procedure from the two-tier curtailment work paper and include it in a position paper.
Attendees held discussion on the matter.  Mr. Mallinger stated that he would vote against the motion because he understood the references to existing WECC processes to merely factually state what was happening in the western states; he added that he found the comparison useful to better describe what was being proposed in the east. He concluded that he found the information important for background and completeness.  
Mr. Pritchard agreed that such background was important, but stated that since establishing the comparison weighs in favor of adopting the proposal, it should be included in a position paper.  He added that he understood the described process to apply to only 6 flowgates in the WECC, before observing that there is no description of what happens on the other WECC flowgates. Mr. Pritchard further stated that in his view the inclusion of the comparison to WECC clouds the understanding of the 2-TFC proposal. Mr. Saini agreed, citing both a desire for simplicity and the NAESB staff’s advice.
Ms. Mizumori confirmed that the existing WECC process is used on 6 flowgates; she added that this unscheduled flow mitigation process had been approved prior to FERC Order No. 888. A vote was taken, that resulted in 6 votes in favor, 2 opposed, and 3 abstentions; Motion 16 was adopted. 
Mr. Pritchard stated that he was uncertain whether seams agreements were integral to the proposed methodology. The subcommittee discussed a suggestion to develop an explanatory document summarizing 2-TFC. Messrs. Mallinger and Muller agreed to jointly develop a document that succinctly described the proposed 2-TFC approach.
The subcommittee began work on the 2-TFC work paper posted prior to the meeting; all changes were recorded on the Two-Tier Curtailment Work Paper (Redline) - 2/22/11 Version document. Mr. Skiba opened the floor for discussion of seams agreements, namely how to define them and whether they were essential to the 2-TFC proposal. Mr. Mallinger observed that, in the process of arriving at a definition, he did not want to confuse the issue with existing agreements, as they might change. Mr. Pritchard stated that much of what has been put forth is justification for having seams agreements, as opposed to defining them. Mr. Mallinger stated that Midwest ISO was trying to gauge whether industry support existed for the use of seams agreements as the mechanism to honor external flowgates. 
Mr. Pritchard stated that the question was being proposed in the context of modifying the TLR process. Mr. Advena noted that the 2-TFC methodology had been initially conceived to encourage the use of seams agreements, so if all entities had seams agreements, there would be no need for the 2-TFC methodology. 
Mr. Pritchard asked whether the proposal understood seams agreements to be the exclusive method for honoring external flowgates. After some discussion, he rephrased his question and asked whether a seams agreement was the only method to avoid being placed in a first-to-curtail category. Mr. Mallinger stated that his organization’s position was Yes; he added that reciprocal treatment was the key component of such agreements. 
Mr. Pritchard clarified that the reason for his question is that certain NERC standards may address reciprocal treatment, although they do not seem to be accommodated in the 2-TFC methodology. Mr. Advena stated that neither sale of service, nor curtailment were addressed by NERC standards. The group briefly discussed the development of a NAESB standard in lieu of seams agreements and considered the uncertainties inherent to reliance on any applicable NERC standards. 
Mr. Advena noted that his organization was looking for the equitable treatment of service by its neighbors; both a reasonable standard for the sale of transmission service, and equitable curtailments. Mr. Pritchard observed that a statement that “a seams agreement requirement is the vehicle to achieve parity through providing an incentive to sign seams agreements” was missing from the document. This led to  several changes to the work paper.
Certain changes were made to address entities that do not sell firm service; the word “sale” was changed to “assignment” in the appropriate contexts. 
The group began work on the Minimum Requirements for a Seams Agreement section. Mr. Skiba shared his understanding that the group had decided to pursue the idea of considerations as opposed to required elements. Mr. Sanders observed that, if the terms and conditions of each seams agreement were different, then this variety could be problematic for the system and all parties involved. Mr. Mallinger stated that he had understood that each tariff would define firmness and certain other definitions. Mr. Sanders noted that he did not disagree, but reiterated that a problem could arise if seams agreements became more common-place. Mr. Advena observed that the seams agreements that exist today are quite different depending on the physical characteristics of the systems involved; he offered support for flexible seams agreements and suggested avoidance of standardized minimum requirements. Mr. Sanders expressed a level of concern that seams agreements would, in effect, define the level of transmission service, despite their structure and content being presently unknown.
The group recognized that the “out-bulleted” information on the document represented requirements, whereas the indented bullets were considerations. Mr. Pritchard asked that, if seams agreements were to become the lynchpin of the 2-TFC methodology, standards be developed that were clear enough to permit assessment of whether parties were negotiating them in good faith. He expressed concern that if no minimum requirements were articulated, then this third-party neutral assessment could be impeded. 
The group recognized that the question of whether the 2-TFC proposal was consistent with articulated FERC policy was distinct from the merits of the 2-TFC methodology. 
The group agreed to develop three papers,: one presenting the 2-TFC proposal, with two position papers on either side of the question of whether the proposal is consistent with FERC policy. 
3. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 12:00 noon. 
4. Attendence

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Chris
	Advena
	PJM

	Daryn
	Barker
	LG&E and KU Services

	Ernie
	Cardone
	NYISO

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Blaine
	Erhardt
	Basin Electric

	Alan
	Johnson
	NRG Energy

	Tom
	Mallinger
	Midwest ISO

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Michelle
	Mizumori
	WECC

	Larry
	Monday
	LG&E and KU Services

	Nelson 
	Muller
	OATI

	Gail
	Parker
	Midwest ISO

	Marjorie
	Parsons
	TVA

	Kevin
	Pera
	Xcel Energy

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Steve
	Sanders
	WAPA

	Ed
	Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Ben 
	Taylor 
	TVA

	Bao
	Tranh
	PJM

	JT
	Wood
	Southern 
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