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via posting

TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Ed Skiba, Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) Co-Chair
RE:
WEQ BPS Meeting June 14-15, 2011 - Final Minutes
DATE:

July 12, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting 
Hosted by PJM
BWI Airport Marriott Hotel, 1743 W. Nursery Road, Baltimore, MD 21090

June 14, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

June 15, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Skiba and Saini welcomed participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance and requested that those participating in the meeting announce the segment they are representing. The attendees introduced themselves and identified the segment they represent.  The agenda was adopted with no revisions. Attendees reviewed the draft meeting minutes from May 17-19; after agreeing upon some modifications, the revised draft minutes were adopted as final without opposition (May 17-19, 2011 Final Minutes).
2. Review Action Item List
The subcommittee reviewed the Action Items List posted as a work paper for the meeting.  During the review the subcommittee updated Action Items 4, 5, 6, 29, 38, 39, and 40. The subcommittee agreed that Action Item 46 could be closed.  There was considerable discussion on Action Item 38 “Agree to level of detail to be included in the Two-Tier Curtailment Work Paper.” Mr. Pritchard expressed concern that the subcommittee had not pursued following through with Motion 14 which was placed on hold during the March 8-9, 2011, meeting: 

“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?”

Mr. Skiba suggested the issue be discussed informally at the WEQ Leadership meeting on June 22, 2011, to get a sense of what the leadership thought about the issue and then report back to the subcommittee at the July meeting.  This was not a satisfactory approach.  Mr. Pritchard reiterated that the policy issue for two-tier curtailment needed to be submitted to the Executive Committee and then to the Managing Committee.  Mr. Sanders stated that he had other policy concerns, such as Credit for Redispatch that should be submitted to the Executive Committee and the Managing Committee. The subcommittee outlined the following steps to move motion 14 to closure:

a. Mr. Skiba and Mr. Saini can have an informal discussion on the issue at the WEQ Leadership meeting.  It is important that both co-chairs participate in the meeting when the discussion occurs so that a full view of the policy issue is presented.
b. Mr. Skiba will post the Policy Concerns Documents, Two-tier Curtailment Summary, and Two-tier Curtailment Support documents, which were posted as work papers for the March 8-9, 2011, meeting, as work papers for the July 12-13, 2011, meeting.
c. If anyone who has input on the policy concerns documents should submit them to NAESB by June 21, 2011.
d. Mr. Pritchard will create a consolidated Policy Concerns document and submit it to NAESB for posting by June 28, 2011.

e. Those wanted to develop a response to the Policy Concerns document will have two-weeks to develop a response in advance of the July 12-13, 2011, meeting.

f. Mr. Skiba will update the Two-tier Curtailment Summary document in advance of the July meeting.

g. The Two-Tier Curtailment Summary, Policy Concerns, and Response to the Policy Concerns documents will be discussed at the July meeting.

 The Revised Action Items List was posted. 

3. Review and Revise Hybrid Option
Overview

Mr. Skiba began provided some background on the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper document that was to be reviewed and revised by the subcommittee.  He took the Hybrid Option document posted in the Minutes column from the May 17-19, 2011, meeting, accepted the changes and made numerous comments and redlined changes to trigger discussion for the meeting.  The redline changes were designed to move the document from the Hybrid Option to the Permanent Solution since the decision was made on May 19th that the subcommittee would move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and the subcommittee would not consider the Flowgate Allocation Option for the Permanent Solution.  The comments included in the document were intended to identify those areas that had outstanding questions or were associated Parking Lot Items. 
Problem Statement
In the Problem Statement the group added a sentence to reflect that a Balancing Authority would be required to report whether it would use the Tag All Non-Firm Component or the Generator Prioritization Component.  It was noted that a BA should have the flexibility to change the Component it was using.  It was determined that the limitations on the frequency and circumstances on when a BA switch would be a determined once the actual standards are developed.  Some additional clarifying changes were made to this section.

Common Requirements – Requirement 1 
In the opening paragraph of this requirement language was added to state that the NAESB standards are not intended to duplicate MOD standards and that some of the requirements listed in the Requirement 1 may overlap the NERC MOD standards.  Additional language was added to reflect that a Coordination Agreement could be a new or existing agreement.  The subcommittee agreed to change the term Seams Agreement to Coordination Agreement.  Mr. Sander stated that the term Seams Agreement has a much broader connotation than what was the scope of an agreement for the Parallel Flow Visualization Agreement.  He also stressed the need that the standards needed to clearly define the minimum requirements.  Mr. Advena raised a concern about motions that used the term Seams Agreement.  His concern was that if a motion that passed had used the term Seams Agreement it should not be discarded going forward due to a change in terminology.  The subcommittee agreed to change the Seams Agreement to Coordination Agreement.  A footnote was added to the Motions document to address Mr. Advena’s concern. Upon changing the terminology Parking Lot Item 17 was resolved.  
Seams Agreement

The subcommittee had considerable discussion on the sub-bullets for the requirement “Limit the provision of transmission service as it impacts other parties’ systems by respecting the constraints as described in the Coordination Agreement.”  Since some entities use MOD-028 (Area Interchange Methodology) and others use MOD-030 (Flowgate Methodology) the work paper should not have specific references to AFC/ATC.  The subcommittee decided to include references to “system conditions” and to modify the first sub-bullet to include both short-term and long term.  Based on these modifications Parking Lot Item 12 was resolved.
The subcommittee did a re-write of the second bullet under the Coordination Agreement to provide clarification that Coordination Agreements “will include mutually negotiated congestion management procedures, including real-time Procedures, or the TLR process.”  The subcommittee also revised the language for the sub-bullet to clarify the scope for which the congestion management provision would apply.  Definitions were added for “Provision” and “Procedure.”  Mr. Saini noted that these definitions may or may not be included in the recommended standards when they are developed.  He also noted that all definitions need to be reviewed by the WEQ Standards Review Subcommittee.
The subcommittee discussed which entities should file Coordination Agreements with FERC.  Mr. Cardone asked if the subcommittee raised a concern filing Coordination Agreements every time they were revised creates additional costs for the parties executing the agreements and asked if the subcommittee should consider alternatives to Coordination Agreements.  There was no response from the other subcommittee members on Mr. Cardone’s suggestion.  The subcommittee modified the language for when a Coordination Agreement would be filed with FERC.  The reference to “any party” was changed to “all parties.”   Based on this modification, Parking Lot Item 13 was resolved.  
The subcommittee had an in-depth discussion on when an entity would file a unilateral agreement, with whom would they file the agreement, and at what time would the IDC be notified that the entity filing the unilateral agreement had the equivalence of a Coordination Agreement due to the filing of a unilateral agreement. Mr. Mallinger, Mr. Pritchard and Mr. Sanders suggested that the IDC should recognize the unilateral agreement as a valid Coordination Agreement at the time it is filed with FERC provided the party making the filing has demonstrated it meets the minimum requirements for a Coordination Agreement.  Mr. Hossain suggested the unilateral agreement be filed with NERC for resolution.  There was no support for filing with NERC for resolution.  The subcommittee added new language indicating the unilateral agreement was applicable at the time the agreement was filed at FERC if the party could demonstrate they are meeting the minimum requirements for a Coordination Agreement and they were unable to execute and agreement with another party.  Based on these modifications, Parking Lot Item 14 was resolved.
Definitions

Mr. Skiba suggested moving the definitions to a separate section in the document since additional terms may need to be defined beyond what is contained in the Coordination Agreement requirements. There was no objection to moving the terms to a Definitions section.  New definitions were added for Provision, Procedure, Coordinated Flowgate, First-to-Curtail, Last-to-Curtail, On-Path, and Off-Path.  There was no objection to using the terms On-Path and Off-Path rather than On-the-Path and Off-the-Path.  Mr. Skiba took and action item (Action Item 58) to make conforming changes to the document.

Two-Tier Curtailment Requirements

The subcommittee provided clarification that the Last-to-Curtail rules would apply if there were Coordination Agreements or unilateral agreements in place. The subcommittee added language to clarify that Last-to-Curtail applies to transmission service granted by a Transmission Service Provider experiencing congestion on their system due to a transaction on another Transmission Service Provider’s system where there was a Coordination Agreement in place.  
Mr. Pritchard asked that an item be added to the Parking Lot as to how would reciprocity be tracked between entities and managed by the IDC and how it would be managed over time, such as when new Coordination Agreements are executed.  Item 22 was added to the Parking Lot for discussion in a future meeting.
The subcommittee began discussion on when the First-to-Curtail rules would apply.  Mr. Pritchard asked whether the First-to-Curtail or Last-to-Curtail rules would apply in the following scenario: There is a Coordination Agreement between Transmission Service Providers A and B.  Service was granted between Transmission Service Providers B and C.  Transmission Service Provider C has no Coordination Agreements.  Congestion from the service granted is occurring on Transmission Service Provider A’s system. Mr. Advena stated that he believed the parallel flow on Transmission Service Provider A’s system would fall in the First-to-Curtail.  Mr. Erhardt and Mr. Skiba stated from the scenarios presented in earlier meetings they believed that it would fall in the Last-to-Curtail.  Mr. Mallinger suggested that it may depend upon which Transmission Service Provider is the source or the sink.  
Since there was not a consistent understanding of when First-to-Curtail would apply, a sub-team was created to provide suggested revisions to the section of the document that includes the First-to-Curtail Requirements.  The sub-team consists of Mr. Advena, Mr. Bressers, Mr. Hossain, Mr. Muller and a MISO representative.  Mr. Advena will lead the sub-team.  For the July meeting, the sub-team will propose revised language for the First-to-Curtail Requirements, provide a brief description as to why the language changes are needed, and, if needed, revise the scenarios that were included in earlier documents (Action Item 54).  Mr. Skiba will provide Mr. Advena with the credit for redispatch source document for the sub-team to review and revise (Action Item 55).
Common Requirements – Requirement 2 

The subcommittee began discussion on this requirement which includes credit for redispatch which is “Alternative 2” listed in the requirement.  The group began by looking at Parking Lot Item 21.  Mr. Muller suggested that credit for redispatch requirements be organized into two categories: 1) what are the technical requirements that need to be meet for credit for redispatch, and 2) what are the timing requirements for each calculation that needs to occur to satisfy the technical requirements.  In an effort to do a level set of what the subcommittee had established as requirements previously, Mr. Mallinger reviewed “Appendix A – Credit for Redispatch – Discussion” with the group.  Some minor modifications were made to the document. Mr. Advena pointed out that there was extraneous information on the chart included in the appendix and agreed to update the source document so that it could be incorporated into the appendix (Action Item 56).  Mr. Erhardt asked if the relief obligation under TLR level 3 was met by redispatching firm generation should there be an offsetting adjustment in the firm generation.  This may be needed from an accounting perspective if the TLR level is increased to TLR level 5.  Mr. Erhardt’s question was captured as Parking Lot Item 23 to be discussed at a future meeting.
A sub-team was created to begin developing strawman approaches to the issues documented in Appendix A. The sub-team consists of Mr. Advena, Mr. Bressers, Mr. Mallinger, and Mr. Muller.  Mr. Mallinger will lead the sub-team.  The sub-team scheduled weekly conference calls on Wednesdays starting at 9:00 am Eastern time.  Due to the number and complexity of the issues the sub-team is not expected to have approaches for all the issues by the July 12-13th meeting.  However, they should have suggested solutions for some of the items that can be vetted during the July meeting (Action Item 57). 
The Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper edited during the meeting has been posted.  Mr. Skiba will update the document to include items noted throughout the meeting minutes and will have the revised document posted as a work paper for the July meeting.

4. Agenda Items Not Discussed
Due to time constraints the following agenda items were not discussed.  They will be carried forward to the July meeting.
· Review Remaining Parking Lot Items

· Identify NAESB Business Practice Standards

· Implementation Evaluation Criteria

5. Next Steps/Future Meetings
Mr. Skiba provided an overview of the next steps.  The July 12-13, 2011, meeting will be hosted by MISO in Carmel, IN.  The meeting will be 9:00 – 5:00 on July 12th and 9:00 – 3:00 on July 13th.  In the July meeting we will discuss the two-tier curtailment work paper and the policy concerns paper.  We will also continue working on the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper.  We expect to have updates from the sub-team working on the requirements for First-to-Curtail and the sub-team working on developing proposals for the issues documented in Appendix A – Credit for Redispatch Discussion of the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper.   The August 9-10, 2011, meeting will be hosted by PJM in Valley Forge, PA.  The meeting will be 9:00 – 5:00 on August 9th and 9:00 – 3:00 on August 10th.  Additional conference calls may need to be scheduled to complete the subcommittee’s work.  The subcommittee will also have to work with the IDC Working Group to ensure that the requirements/standards we document are incorporated into the IDC Change Order to support the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution.
6. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned by consensus at 11:48 am Eastern on June 15, 2011.
7. Attendance
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	Jones
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	Mallinger
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	Manning
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	ISO New England
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	Monday
	LG&E KU Services

	Nelson 
	Muller
	OATI
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	Parker
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	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Narinder
	Saini
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	Sanders
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	Skiba
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	Tran
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	Southern Company
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