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March 9, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Saini and Skiba welcomed participants to the meeting and attendees introduced themselves. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. Upon a motion by Mr. Pritchard, seconded by Mr. Mallinger, the agenda was adopted after the group had decided to include a review of the February 22, 2011 draft meeting minutes. Attendees reviewed the draft meeting minutes from February 22 and February 28, 2011; after agreeing upon numerous substantive modifications, each of these draft minutes was adopted as final without opposition. 

2. Review Action Items

Mr. Skiba opened the Action Items work paper prepared prior to the meeting and led participants through a review of the document. In the course of this review, certain updates and comments were captured on the Action Items List document. After Mr. Pritchard asked a question about the reallocation issue, the group understood that the IDC Working Group would likely submit this standards request to NAESB (to align 3b with 5b). 

Mr. Skiba opened the Final Minutes from February 28, 2011 and referred to the MOD-030 paragraphs indicating that consensus had not been reached. He suggested that discussion was warranted and asked the group to consider alternative means to achieving consensus. He opened the floor to discussion.  The group began the development of alternative approaches to encourage coordination with external entities when evaluating and providing transmission service, while also addressing the curtailment priorities of existing approved transmission service. The group captured its work on the Coordination with External Entities work paper. 

After being asked what the required elements should be for a seams agreement, Mr. Advena stated that the minimums should address: 1) honoring neighboring systems when selling transmission service; 2) the congestion management process; and, 3)  treatment of transmission service priorities and curtailments. Messrs. Pritchard and Saini questioned whether 1) differed from the MOD requirements; Mr. Advena stated that it seemed possible that some parties could simply refer to the MOD standards to satisfy this element, but that others may want to create a more specific agreement.  

Mr. Mallinger brought up the January 11, 2011 meeting, recalling a conversation between Alan Pritchard and Andy Rodriquez on whether the MOD Standards involve approving transmission service or they only focus on ATC/AFC calculations.  Mr. Mallinger recalled that Mr. Rodriquez stated that at the time MOD standards were developed NERC’s position was to not address selling transmission service.   
Messrs. Bressers and Advena agreed that seams agreements were needed because the real-time operations environment was very different from the AFC calculation environment. Mr. Schweigert stated that if seams agreements were to be required, then they should specifically address specifically-enunciated issues, rather than be left open-ended. 

There was a discussion to seek  an affirmative and definitive answer as to whether entities are required under MOD standards to honor external party flowgates in the selling of transmission service.  

Mr. Schweighart noted that the process could be unmanageable if every other entity had to sign off on the study; Mr. Wood concurred. Mr. Schweighart suggested the option of monitoring neighboring SOLs and requiring a neighbor’s approval only if these limits were exceeded.

The group discussed whether this approach could replace the 2-TFC process and whether seams agreements were the most efficient solution to the issues at hand. Mr. Yeomans stated that addressing loop flows was closely related to congestion management, adding that, since congestion management is by nature a local issue, seams agreements would seem the most effective way forward.

Mr. Luong asked attendees to consider a previously-stated comment by an attendee that the OATT prohibited overselling above AFCs. He stated his understanding that MOD-030 would not prohibit such an action. He stated that if AFC were available, then what to sell and what not to sell would be governed by OATT Section 15.2 of 890-B, Section 18 and the MOD standards. He noted that, although the OATT does not speak to overselling, it would be overkill to require neighboring approval for every long-term request.

Mr. Schweighart provided a summary of the available paths forward, given that 2-TFC was set up to incentivize the honoring of flowgates: 1) Use 2-TFC; 2) require seams agreements; and, 3) require honoring of flowgates through MOD stds (by reference). Mr. Mallinger agreed, noting that 2-TFC had another potential application: as means to address the subordination of firm service issue.

Mr. Pritchard stated that mandating seams agreements may be problematic on several levels, before suggesting the following issues be considered: 1) how many seams agreements would be required of each entity; 2) how would the details of the agreement be captured in the TLR process; 3) what would ensure that a seams agreement remained in force; and, 4) how would the IDC handle all the provisions contained in seams agreements.  He suggested that setting up some requirements would be appropriate, including the treatment of new requests and the treatment of existing agreements. 

Mr. Skiba asked whether standards would make more sense than requiring seams agreements. Mr. Pritchard stated that they would, but where gaps exist the question remains who (NERC or NAESB) should fill the gaps. He cited the perceived MOD long-term gap (greater than 13 months) and suggested that it was unclear whether this issue fell to NAESB or NERC. Mr. Saini expressed support for the standards approach, stating that if the underlying issues of seams agreements were solved, then there would be no need for the formation of multiple bi-lateral agreements.

The following optional implementation routes were written onto the Coordination with External Entities:
1. should NAESB have requirement to have seams agreements that honor external constraints when providing transmission service (PTP and Network) for all entities; or,
2. should there be standards developed by NERC and NAESB to mandate honoring external constraints for providing transmission service (PTP and Network); or,
3. should there be a two tier approach that provides incentive to have seams agreements that honor external constraints when providing transmission service (PTP and Network).

Mr. Schweighart asked whether attendees concurred with the assumption that something needed to be done, that a process or requirement needed to be put into place for coordinated evaluation of service requests. All attendees were in agreement with this idea and all recognized that the front-end concern was the selling transmission service and the back-end concern was curtailment. This objective was captured on the work paper, above the previously-written options.  

The group began to write out different impacts that would result from the selection of a given optional way forward (option 1, 2, or 3). 

The question was raised whether existing service sold without recognition should be treated the same as new service sold with recognition; a related question was also noted because, although short-term requests would quickly fade from relevance, a tension would exist given the inability to deny a rollover of a confirmed reservation. 

The group also noted that an inherent uncertainty existed as to whether entities would ever agree to a seams agreement in options 1 and 3.

An informal poll was suggested to determine whether any of the above three options emerged as the favorite approach. Discussion was held whether a vote was appropriate. 

Mr. Erhardt expressed a reluctance to make a selection because a degree of specificity was lacking concerning what the key terms in the options meant. He acknowledged that choosing a direction was important, but stressed that assumptions made concerning such uncertainties may lead an entity from a given option. Mr. Skiba asked whether results from the ongoing Parallel Test of the IDC/SDX being conducted by NERC might help in making a selection.

After briefly discussing the information it was lacking, the group agreed to undertake a non-binding poll, using the best available information. The group conducted a poll, with each attendee casting a vote for each option, in order of preference; the results are found on the chart found below.

	------------------------------
	Option 1
	Option 2
	Option 3

	Rank (1 being highest)
	-----------------------------
	--------------------------
	-------------------------------

	1
	None
	Six (6) attendees
	Four (4) attendees

	2
	Nine (9) attendees
	
	One (1) attendee

	3
	One (1) attendee
	Four (4) attendees
	Five (5) attendees


The group concluded its day after Mr. Bressers remarked that two previously-distinct problems, the need to respect flowgates in the selling of transmission and the need to address parallel flows, had been linked in the course of the day’s discussions.

The following day, Mr. Skiba shared his list of three key issues where more understanding was needed, essentially: 1) what should be in a seams agreement; 2) could 2-TFC be used for addressing over-allocated flowgates under the flowgate methodology; 3) how to allocate credit for redispatch. These questions were written onto the Discussion Topics for Selecting PFV Option work paper. 

Mr. Bressers stated that the group should consider the various timelines for granting network service to gauge how this might affect proposed processes. Mr. Skiba asked whether the Network Integration Transmission Service (NITS) project at NAESB would have a significant impact on either the Flowgate Allocation or Hybrid options under consideration by the BPS subcommittee. 

Mr. Bressers asked what firm rights to generator meant around the country. Mr. Pritchard stated that this would remain defined provider by provider under the proposed NITS on OASIS process. Mr. Bressers asked about the situation of a DNR in one area serving load in another area. Mr. Pritchard replied that, generally, since a DNR is requested by a network customer, it is associated with a specific customer rather than an area. Mr. Skiba stopped the conversation and entered the underlying issue, whether firm rights granted to a resource carried firm rights on an entire provider’s system, was entered on the work paper. 

The group next discussed what the minimum elements would be for business practices in lieu of seams agreements and the related issue of whether NERC standards were implicated, and, if so, which ones.

Mr. Mallinger asked whether it would be advisable to suspend discussion of the 2-TFC issue pending the outcome of the seams agreement discussions at hand. He stated that although the group had learned that 2-TFC was perhaps not necessary to incentivize the formation of seams agreements, it retained value in the over-allocated flowgate context under the Flowgate Allocation methodology. The group agreed to suspend discussion on the 2-TFC white paper or two position paper to determine if a compromise position could be reached which may exclude two tier firm curtailment.                                             
The group began discussion of which provisions were elemental to a seams agreement. The previous list  of seams agreement requirement in the 2-TFC white paper were recorded on the Seams Agreement Requirements work paper. The following discussions supplement that work paper. 

Mr. Advena stated that a mutual agreement on sale of service without violating NERC requirements should be understood as a minimum threshold. He added that this minimum could be understood as a limit on the provision of service as it impacts others, adding that he understood the task at hand to include what should be included, as opposed to how it should be included. Mr. Erhardt expressed a preference for a single methodology, adding that he understood the desire for flexibility. He stated that he preferred to err on the side of standardization rather than flexibility and warned of unintended consequences to 3rd parties if too much flexibility was afforded. Mr. Saini asked whether the goal was descriptive or prescriptive. After some discussion, attendees decided to get minimum requirements on paper and remain temporarily agnostic as to how they should be implemented.

Mr. Pritchard asked whether TLR (transmission loading relief) and CMP (congestion management process) were understood as synonymous by other participants. Mr. Advena replied that in his region, TLR was understood to form a part of a broader CMP process. Mr. Pritchard asked for clarification; Mr. Advena replied that CMP referred to the real-time management of impacts. Mr. Erhardt stated that the distinction was still hazy, observing that how to prioritize others’ flows was the crux of the need to standardize.

After Mr. Schweighart observed that the MOD standards address up to 13 months, a sentence was added to address long-term service and how neighbors might be impacted . 

Mr. Schweighart stated that AFC/ATC values were less relevant than the need to be honor limits, SOLs, facilities, constraints, among others. Mr. Pritchard asked how #4 differed from the TLR process. Mr. Mallinger replied that #4 described new transmission service, whereas #5 described existing transmission service. Mr. Pritchard asked for and received confirmation that #5 dealt with real-time contexts. Mr. Schweighart asked whether #4 would be addressed by the choosing either Flowgate Allocation or the Hybrid TLR option, adding that a reevaluation may not be feasible. No response was captured. After an attendee expressed uncertainty of the meaning of the phrase “congestion management procedures,” “TLR or local procedures” was included in parentheses.

The group discussed the treatment of service in existence prior to the formation of a seams agreement. Uncertainty was expressed as to whether #5 was intended to address all service confirmed, both pre- and post-execution of a seams agreement. Mr. Advena expressed a desire that both scheduling and curtailments be addressed. Mr. Luong stated that he had understood #5 to apply solely to real-time scenarios, thus congestion; he noted that over-scheduling may not result in congestion because of counterflows and other considerations. 

In response to a question, Mr. Skiba stated that the NERC ORS hoped that a single PFV methodology would be selected by the BPS subcommittee by May 4, 2011.  

3. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:12pm Central. 

4. Attendance

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Chris
	Advena
	PJM

	Daryn
	Barker 
	LG&E and KU Services

	Bert
	Bressers
	SPP

	Ernie
	Cardone
	NYISO

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Blaine
	Erhardt
	Basin Electric

	Alan
	Johnson
	NRG Energy

	Thanh
	Luong
	FERC

	Tom
	Mallinger
	Midwest ISO

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Pat
	McGovern
	Georgia Transmission

	Nelson 
	Muller
	OATI

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Steve
	Sanders
	WAPA

	Nate
	Schweighart
	TVA

	Ed
	Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Bao
	Tranh
	PJM

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company

	Wes
	Yeomans
	NYISO
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