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November 10, 2010
WEQ BUSINESS PRACTICES SUBCOMMITTEE

Norristown, PA – Hosted by PJM Interconnection
March 17, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
March 18, 2010 – 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern
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. The group agreed to add discussion of IDC Change Order 310 to the draft agenda; they also agreed to delete the agenda item calling for the review of work papers for the Flowgate Allocation Prioritization Method because no work papers were submitted. Mr. Saini moved to approve the agenda as modified; the motion passed without opposition. The group next reviewed the draft meeting minutes from February 23, 2010. After making several minor corrections, the group unanimously adopted the meeting minutes as final, subject to confirmation with Mr. Rodriquez that “NJES” had been intended as an acronym for “non-jurisdictional entities.”
2. WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a  - Parallel Flow Visualization/Mitigation for Reliability Coordinators in the Eastern Interconnection

· Review work papers for Common Generator Prioritization Method

The group opened the document Determining Whether a Generator is Using F or NF Transmission Service - Submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke Energy. Mr. Pritchard provided an overview, then opened the floor for questions and comments. 
Regarding the last sentence of the first paragraph, Mr. Mallinger asked whether the term transaction included native load; Mr. Pritchard affirmed that it did. Ms. Otondo asked whether the firmness of the transmission service (including PTP, native, and network), as opposed to generation firmness, was at issue; the group agreed that transmission was the focus. 
Mr. Green asked whether both inter-BA and intra-BA transactions were covered; Mr. Pritchard replied that his assumption was that inter-BA transactions were already captured using other means. 
Mr. Busbin stated that he understood the focus to be on determining where NAESB standards gaps may be, adding that this process would likely entail holding detailed conversations intended to identify common threads among systems. 
Mr. Manning asked whether this project was meant to correct a tool issue. An attendee stated that it was in essence a tool issue whose range of possible solutions raised implementation and equity issues. 
Mr. Advena stated that he understood that the project was aimed at trying to get a better representation of GTL impacts than one which currently exists. He added that he would look to what portion of generator output is firm/non-firm because his organization dispatches everything under one umbrella. 
Mr. Busbin stated that the goal was how to enable the IDC to determine firm/non-firm that would then be centrally prioritized by the IDC. He emphasized that the market prioritization that happens now will no longer be performed by submitting entities. He stated that the market-flow calculation will be replaced by the GTL in the IDC. Mr. Mallinger concurred, adding that this places a premium on putting GTL in the right bucket. Mr. Advena asked whether this means that his organization would simply submit data; he received the answer that all calculations would be performed centrally.
With regards to paragraph d) of the Additional Information section, a participant noted that generator and load BAs each need to know whether something is a DNR or not; this information asymmetry was duly noted by the group.
Mr. Busbin clarified that the minimum goal in looking at DNR-type problem identification should be obstacles to identifying non-firm flows. He reiterated his interest in identifying each of these problems so that by the end of the process, common threads could be apparent. Mr. Mallinger stated that a host of problems are related to DNRs; he asked whether the group would be open to developing and/or using other methodologies. He added that he understood 1) slice of system and 2) using non-firm flow from a DNR unit to present significant challenges; he noted that DNR classification could be less efficient than another approach. Mr. Busbin concurred, adding that DNRs may prove useful in a patchwork approach even if not the sole methodology used. 

Ms. Otondo asked for clarification on the scope of the inquiry. Mr. Busbin stated that it was the identification of non-firm flows relating to network service being treated as firm that subordinate firm point-to-point and network flows. 
Mr. Erhardt reminded the group that opposition to any universal application by market entities existed. Mr. Advena stated that while the congestion management process was using it, and few are doing it for GTL and those that are use a 2004-era generator basis. He added that flowgate allocations could be the right answer, but that a level playing field was needed. 
Mr. DeSocio stated that his organization saw no issue with the current allocation process for GTL, but noted that historically they did not call many TLRs. He added that they have no generators classified as DNRs, operating instead using only PTP for interchange with a 5-minute dispatch.

Mr. Pritchard stated that the group needed to be clear about its goal. He expressed his understanding that once a generator’s output is known, there was a need to know whether it used firm or non-firm transmission service, and if non-firm transmission, which prioritization bucket it fell into. He noted that the group needed to consider potential impacts that a given solution might create, both operationally, and on the IDC (i.e. whether the IDC can incorporate the information). 
A participant stated that firm/non-firm energy was not the focus, rather transmission service and ultimately transmission curtailment. After brief discussion, the group decided to go problem by problem to see if alternative solutions could be conceived. 

Mr. Busbin suggested tagging all secondary network flows, leaving everything untagged within a BA as firm. Mr. Advena stated that calling designated generators firm and anything else non-firm was another option. 
Mr. Danis asked why everything could not be tagged. Mr. Pritchard responded that this approach would both create a tagging burden, and perhaps a compliance risk because tagging specs are required to be within a certain percentage of load. Mr. Danis stated his understanding that BAs currently have to tag everything. 
The group decided to create a list of common prioritization-based options, captured on the Proposal to address problems with identifying firm and non-firm - 03/17/2010 document. Notes were later added on the subsequent document titled Options Identifying Firm and Non-Firm Generator Prioritization - 03/18/2010. 

The group then opened discussion on Change Order (C.O.) 310. Mr. Busbin provided a summary of what it was intended to do, not do, and its underlying objectives. He added that all generation flows will be considered firm under C.O. 283 if the BPS cannot develop an alternative. The group discussed how C.O. 310 dovetailed with C.O. 283. 
Mr. Mallinger stated he was not aware of intra-BA transactions being tagged. He announced his intent to research his organization’s tags. He stated that if a tagging methodology is used, it may carry unintended consequences. He clarified that his concern was that, since not limited to PTP, it could be a way to avoid the granularity sought by C.O. 283. He continued that this could happen if all generation was tagged under C.O. 310, leaving nothing to report under C.O. 283. Mr. Busbin agreed, noting that safeguards needed to be developed. Mr. Mallinger suggested that C.O. 310 be limited to PTP by excluding NNL, keeping NNL under C.O. 283. 

Mr. Green raised an equity concern presented by C.O. 310, namely that intra-BA tags were a set of transactions that exist for other reasons. Since their use is effectively random, standards would need to be developed that require all intra-BA transactions to be tagged to prevent TLR being applied to some and not others. Mr. Busbin asked about the PTP interchange standards developed out of FERC Order No. 693, agreeing that informal tagging agreements would be inadequate if C.O. 310 resulted in intra-BA tags being curtailed inequitable in that all BAs do not require tagging of Intra-BA Transactions. The group noted that implementation of C.O. 310 should be coincident with a standard requiring all intra-BA transactions to be tagged; doubt was expressed whether this responsibility should fall to NAESB or NERC. 
The group took note that budgetary constraints at NERC could slow the implementation date of C.O. 310.  

Mr. Erhardt asked whether C.O. 310 and C.O. 283 had already gone through the ORS; Mr. Busbin responded that responsibility fell to the IDC Working Group. 
Ms. Otondo suggested that tagging all non-firm network and all PTP could provide a good solution. Mr. Luong replied that if the source point is unknown (i.e. a slice of system sale) this approach would be problematic. 
Mr. Pritchard asked whether any consideration had been given to show in curtailment which reservations were being acted upon, since some tags have both firm and non-firm characteristics (vertical and horizontal tagging). Mr. Busbin responded that the IDC was investigating how to separate them. Mr. Pritchard clarified that his question was which reservations are being acted upon in a situation where multiple reservations are on one tag. Mr. Busbin stated that he would gladly raise this and the other issues with the IDC Working Group. 
The group opened discussion on C.O. 283. Mr. Mallinger stated that, in response to the FERC NOI, his organization would request that the 12-18 testing period for parallel flow be shortened to 6 months. 
Mr. Busbin stated that a November 1, 2010 implementation (i.e. the start of the testing period) to be operated parallel to existing system was planned. He stated that the IDC would still use the current application for production/operations; he clarified that the new tool would not to be used for actual curtailments during the testing period. 
Mr. Erhardt asked whether there was not a list of NAESB data that needed to be saved during the testing period to be input into the review process. Mr. Skiba stated that the priority of generator flows needed to be finished first. Mr. Erhardt expressed agreement, but added that C.O. 283 is marching ahead independent of the C.O. 310 timeline. Mr. Busbin agreed to bring certain equity issues to the attention of the ORS or develop the criteria independently. Messrs. Busbin and Skiba agreed to coordinate with NERC to establish and/or create certain metrics. 
Ms. Otondo stated that FERC required undesignated slice of system sales be designated by the buyer. She asked whether the issue was the tag specs. A participant stated that the major issue with C.O. 310 was the tagging of secondary network flows and the resultant inaccuracies when considering a slice of system perspective. The question was posed whether C.O. 310 could be modified to treat only non-firm PTP. Some participants were in favor, whereas some were unsure, depending on how the priorities in C.O. 283 work out. Mr. Skiba noted that a suggestion had been made to treat all NNL under C.O. 283. Mr. Pritchard stated that PTP could still be sourced outside the system. 
The group confirmed that C.O. 310 was a prerequisite for each documented approach. 

Mr. Danis, seconded by Mr. Saini, made the following motion, captured on the PFV Motions document:

Removal of option 1 from the table.
Option 1: Post change order 310 process - All internal is considered firm (except those that are tagged as non-firm) – no additional tagging requirements from today.
With six abstentions, seven in favor, and none opposed, the option was stricken from the list for consideration by a simple majority. 
Mr. Advena suggested that participants develop and share their current criteria for determining firm or non-firm. Mr. Danis agreed to put together a list of scenarios to facilitate group discussion at the next meeting. 
Mr. Pritchard stated that Option 3 would not be viable because DNRs in a contract cannot be mapped to a generator. Mr. Advena suggested that a pro-rata cut across the slice, or another method, such as using capacity factors or marginal units, could be used. Mr. Busbin stated that C.O. 283 would achieve greater granularity. Mr. Mallinger suggested a hybrid approach using tags plus the increased GTL granularity from C.O. 283. 

Mr. Mallinger also stated that the details provided in implementing C.O. 283 might require a reconsideration of confidentiality policies. 
In response to a question, Mr. Busbin stated that NERC SDX Functional Specifications have been approved, but that the prioritization methodology was to be submitted by NAESB.
The group took note that changes could affect certain schema, which would in turn require BAs/RCs to change their processes to suit the schema. There was widespread agreement that the work needed to be done as quickly as practicable; Mr. Skiba added that additional meetings would likely need to be held. 
3. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 11:11am Central. 
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