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FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative

Mr. Skiba and Mr. Busbin welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. The participants introduced themselves in person and over the phone.  An item entitled “SRS request to review comments for NERC project 2007-02” was added to the draft agenda, as was an IDC update. Mr. Saini moved to approve the agenda as modified; the motion passed without opposition. The participants made typographical changes to the attendance table before unanimously adopting the December 15 and December 18, 2010 Joint WEQ/WGQ meeting minutes. Minor corrections for clarity and consistency were made before the group unanimously adopted the January 20, 2010 minutes as final.
2. Update from WEQ Executive Committee Meeting

Mr. Skiba provided an update on key items from the February 2, 2010 Executive Committee meeting relating to the BPS. First, he shared that the common NAESB Glossary had been approved by the required supermajority and was currently out for a formal comment period to close in late March. Second, he mentioned that the non-disclosure agreement between NAESB and the TSIN successor had generated sufficient discussion that a task force had been created to determine if e-Tag confidentiality was warranted. Third, he stated that the targeted completion date for the ongoing WEQ OASIS subcommittee work on NITS had been extended to 2Q 2010; the cross-system coordination efforts had necessarily been pushed to later in 2010. He also related that a task force had been formed to assess the scope of cross-system transmission reservations to be included on OASIS. He noted that, once this effort was complete, work needed to be done to address certain required changes flowing from FERC Order No. 676-E. Fourth, he added that implementation of e-Tag version 1.8.1 would likely occur in late March 2010. 
3. SRS request to review comments for NERC project 2007-02
Calling attention to comments submitted for review, Mr. Skiba noted that these comments were discussed in a January 15, 2010 SRS meeting. Mr. Saini clarified that the comments encompass three NERC areas that SRS suspects might require modification of NAESB standards. These areas are: 1) the use of a common time zone; 2) three part communication; and 3) use of the NATO phonetic alphabet. Reference was made to the original NERC document (R4) that may necessitate changes in these areas. Mr. Rodriquez noted that, since the intended scope of this NERC proposal is interoperability, NAESB action may not be needed. Mr. Green asked whether it would not make sense to standardize all expressions of time, whether relating to reliability or business transactions. Mr. Rodriquez answered by use of an airline analogy: the units of time used in the operation of an airplane are quite different than those used in the airline’s business functions, yet the airline still operates effectively. He added that CST is currently the measure in IDC-Tagging communications. Mr. Rodriquez also suggested that it may be premature to begin work on these changes since they have not undergone the full NERC approval process. 

Mr. Saini asked about possible implications to the NAESB data dictionary, given that system operators look to both OASIS and schedules. Mr. Rodriquez stated that interoperability does not become an issue until rights are scheduled. He offered to take informal comments back to NERC to aid in the decision-making process. Mr. Skiba questioned whether any work that may result from NERC activities would fall within the scope of the BPS, since 006 and 007 fall to the BAL Balancing Authority Control Area effort and 003 may fall outside the BPS purview. 

Mr. Pritchard drew a contrast between underlying data and that displayed on OASIS, adding that it may be valuable if data were stored in a common time zone format and able to be displayed in a selectable time zone. The group discussed whether it was premature to address potential NAESB impacts from the proposed NERC actions. The result of the discussion was that the BPS co-chairs would draft a response to SRS indicating that 003 may bear monitoring, but that 006 and 007 fall to the BAL Balancing Authority Control Area group. 

4. Discussion of Notice of Inquiry RM10-09-000 Transmission Loading Relief Reliability Standard and Curtailment Priorities

Mr. Skiba stated that this item related to the denial of a request for rehearing of a FERC order issued in March 2009. He related that FERC had issued a Notice of Inquiry and called attention to the series of questions on page 13 of the Notice; he added that the comment period on these questions was to close near the end of March. Mr. Rodriquez stated that NERC’s responses would be made available for industry comment shortly. 
5. IDC Update 

Mr. Busbin noted Change Order No. 283 that describes changes to the IDC tool itself. It was observed that Parallel Flow Visualization and Generation to Load Reporting were interchangeable titles. Mr. Busbin also mentioned a related tool: the System Data Exchange (SDX) that will capture and send real-time data to the IDC. He shared that the functional specification of the SDX had been finalized and approved at the latest IDC meeting; the tool will likely be in place by November 1, 2010. 

Mr. Busbin then noted that discussion at the last IDC meeting relating to the tagging of intra-BA flows had resulted in Change Order 310, which was currently under evaluation by OATI. In response to a question about whether intra-BA tags were currently required, the answer was that there is not a standards requirement, however there may be individual transmission provider requirements.  Mr. Busbin cited statistical results from a recent snapshot taken on the Eastern Interconnect on January 27, 2010. Of 1550 active tags, 285 were intra-BA, representing 18% of the total. Of these 285, 42 were non-firm, scattered throughout 9 or 10 RC areas. Mr. Busbin confirmed that each of these tags were purely voluntary. 

A question was posed about the timeline of the Change Order 310 implementation. Mr. Rodriquez stated that it was not in the 2010 NERC budget.  Mr. Green asked for clarification regarding the scope of Change Order 310. Mr. Busbin stated that the intent is to make identifiable intra-BA transactions treated as GTL rather than control area transactions. 
Mr. Rodriquez noted that GTL will show impact, but not necessarily a result; Mr. Busbin replied that the idea is to identify locational impact on a flowgate and treat it like GTL. Mr. Rodriquez clarified that GTL is a good measure of impact to a facility, but that it will not necessarily be a good indicator for relief, particularly from IPP to host contexts. Mr. Busbin agreed, citing certain similarities to the NNL calculations; he suggested that it may be valuable to consider the problem as two-fold: 1) what is the impact; 2) what can be done to provide relief. Mr. Rodriquez stated that if a tag were to be cut, relief will come, but that for GTL, the relief may or may not come depending on location; he expressed concern that the IDC had not been designed for this functionality. He added that in discussions with FERC staff, they had expressed a desire that all internal PTP be tagged. 
Mr. Busbin stated that the idea giving rise to Change Order 310 was the desire to identify as much service as possible, noting that secondary network was currently impossible to identify. Mr. Rodriquez offered an example: after the first hour of TLR, there was an issue about calculating where one would have been had the curtailment not occurred in order to calculate how much to curtail in the next period. Mr. Busbin noted that the original idea had simply been to identify non-firm pieces that could be curtailed; he added that the next IDC meeting was scheduled for March 30-31, 2010 in Houston.
6. WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a  

Parallel Flow Visualization/Mitigation for Reliability Coordinators in the Eastern Interconnection
The group opened the NAESB Parallel Flow Visualization – Transmission Loading Relief (PFV – TLR) work paper. Mr. Rodriquez suggested that NAESB might consider drafting standards to address Change Order 310’s implications for intra-BA tags. He then suggested a different paradigm than that expressed in the work paper: ensure that the process under design will only recognize firm/non-firm, leave non-firm as the default, while enabling jurisdictional entities to identify and file firm with FERC. He added that this burden-shifting idea could be executed on a per-generation or net basis; he also suggested that non-jurisdictional entities may already have a mechanism for identifying firm. He further suggested using PJM as the control group during the test period and trying out this idea as an experiment. He noted that there was either a more detailed option (determine what percentage is firm at the unit level) or a simpler option (use an existing aggregated footprint as the current IDC). 

Mr. Pritchard raised the issue of how a generator could be backed out in a slice of system context. Mr. Rodriquez asked if it was possible to reduce generators proportionally. Mr. Pritchard answered that this was impossible since certain generators on the list may not be currently running. In response to a question, Mr. Pritchard confirmed that the slice of system transaction he is describing does not identify specific generators; instead, a list of possible generators is used. Mr. Busbin expressed an understanding that DNRs were being reported on OASIS. Mr. Pritchard agreed, but added that the posted may be inaccurate because there are no frequency requirements for these postings. Mr. Busbin asked whether a generator identifies the energy source on its initial application for service. Mr. Pritchard replied that it ordinarily does, but that FERC leaves an option on the form to choose “coming from a contract” that shields the TP from being able to identify the energy source. He added that it does require a provider to identify the control area in which the energy is sourced. Mr. Rodriquez offered that a TP has two possible options: 1) inform FERC that unit-level identifications will be included in the TP tariff; 2) inform FERC that the TP will make everything firm. He noted his burden-shifting idea expressed above.

Mr. Busbin asked who was responsible for naming DNRs. Mr. Pritchard replied that native load and network customers were so obliged. He reiterated that the issue was that the TC has two choices in identifying its DNR: 1) list a specific source to a unit or plant level; 2) list a contract and the control area of origin. 

Mr. Skiba asked the participants to consider whether it was possible to design a workable solution to the issue. Mr. Green observed that the new Notice of Inquiry suggests new direction on the part of FERC. Mr. Rodriquez suggested an option to inform FERC that the data and flows pieces are in place and identify what is preventing further solutions. Mr. Mallinger suggested that both historical allocation and generator firmness solutions could be presented to FERC, along with a list of any roadblocks evident in each approach. Mr. Pritchard agreed to draft a list of impediments and concerns regarding the generator approach; Mr. Busbin offered his assistance. Mr. Sanders offered to draft a list of impediments and concerns regarding the historical allocation approach. The group affirmed that identifying DNRs to the unit level was the underlying goal. 
7. Plan for March 17-18, 2010, Meeting
Mr. Skiba noted that the upcoming meeting was to be hosted by PJM on March 17, 2010. 

8. Adjourn
Mr. Busbin made a motion to adjourn; none were opposed. 
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