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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Skiba and Busbin welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance after attendees introduced themselves in person and over the phone.  Mr. Skiba described a recent meeting attended by the BPS co-chairs concerning what was required of NAESB to permit NERC to proceed with their parallel flow field test scheduled to begin November 1, 2010. This subject was added as a discussion item at the bottom of the draft agenda. Upon a motion by Mr. Manning, seconded by Mr. Colby, the revised agenda was unanimously adopted. 
2. WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a  (Parallel Flow Visualization/Mitigation for Reliability Coordinators in the Eastern Interconnection)
Mr. Skiba provided a brief introduction of this agenda item and stated that four proposed options would be presented.  
· Review Tagging Option 1a (Tag All Non-Firm Intra-BA Transactions)

Mr. Busbin provided a detailed summary of this approach, using the PFV Option Template Tagging Option 1(a) - Draft2 as a reference. 
Mr. Advena asked what level of detail had been contemplated. Mr. Busbin replied that the primary concern had been with source identification, either unit-specific generation, plant-specific generation, or system fleet sources, depending on the context. Mr. Mallinger asked whether the sink was foreseen as the load. Mr. Busbin answered that, depending the situation, the load could be the whole load or a subset thereof; he noted that would provide an example. 

Mr. Busbin directed attendees to an example on a spreadsheet entitled System Sourcing Example Option One. After the floor was opened for questions and comments, Mr. Pritchard noted that the e-Tag would not have to be updated and modified every 15 minutes; rather, the IDC would reflect a dynamic tag. Mr. Muller clarified that e-Tag itself would not change, but that an imputed tag would be displayable every 15 minutes. 

The question was asked whether intra-BA or cross-interchange dynamic tags were under contemplation. Mr. Busbin stated that the approach only considers intra-BA tagging. Mr. Pritchard stated his view that the BPS should decide upon this issue, since the methodology could seemingly apply to both inter-BA and intra-BA tagging. He noted that any TSIN source would have to map to SDX and IDC generators; he emphasized that such mapping would be essential for both inter-BA and intra-BA source identification. Mr. DeSocio observed that certain sources, such as Hydro-Quebec, may not submit all the required data to the IDC; he added that the total flow coming across the interchange might be used in such instances. 

Mr. Mallinger asked whether the group that had developed this option had considered how markets with multiple zones might implement the approach. Mr. Busbin stated that this had not been studied. 

Mr. Muller observed that this tagging approach could be used to achieve the same results that Change Order 283 is intended to yield. 

Ms. Parsons asked whether there remained enough time to implement this option by November 1, 2010. After providing a brief synopsis of related Change Orders, Mr. Busbin stated that the quandary presented lies with Change Order 310: if the NERC budget cannot accommodate this effort, intra-BA tagging would not be possible. In response to a question about the status of NERC INT 12, Mr. Busbin stated that it was his understanding that a draft standard was being circulated among NERC drafting team members. Mr. Skiba undertook an action item to consult members of this drafting team for clarification. 
Mr. Busbin presented the assumptions underlying this option. In response to a question from Mr. Manning, Mr. Busbin stated that he understood non-firm network service to be network service sourced from a non-DNR unit. 

Ms. Mendrela noted that intra-BA reservations were not needed in the absence of PTP sales. She asked how generation would be identified in the absence of reservations. Mr. Pritchard suggested that if reservations were required for all intra-BA transactions, the needed information would be provided.
The question was asked whether generation would be proportionally reduced by generator, or whether the BA would have some role in electing what generation to back down. Mr. Pritchard stated that this policy question had been left unaddressed by the working group.
· Review Tagging Option 1b (Tag All Intra-BA Transactions)

Mr. Busbin provided a brief summary of this alternative tagging option, posted as PFV Option Template Tagging Option 1(b) - Draft2. He noted that the primary distinction was that both firm and non-firm would be tagged under this alternative.
The question was asked what would happen if curtailments required specific generators to move, regardless of whether the e-Tags had been cut. Mr. Busbin stated that the IDC does not require specific units to be moved; instead, it supplies a list of incremental and decremental units and their impact on a flowgate, from which the BA chooses in resolving the issue. He stated that the IDC does not provide for economic redispatch.

The question was asked whether firm might be used to address a non-firm issue; Mr. Busbin replied that this issue had not been addressed. 

In response to a question about the accuracy of mapping, Mr. Pritchard stated that the entity that registers at TSIN should likely be involved in the mapping. Attendees confirmed that this registering responsibility often falls to the PSE. Mr. Pritchard observed that some level of joint responsibility seemed warranted because such entities are likely unfamiliar with the needed source names. Mr. Mallinger stated that this requirement could be considered burdensome to the industry at-large; this issue was discussed briefly in general terms. 
Mr. West asked, from a curtailment priority perspective, if intra-BA firm is required to be tagged and GTL is present, whether such firm e-Tags should be cut before, after, or simultaneously as the GTL. Mr. Busbin replied that it was his opinion that they should be cut simultaneously. 

Mr. Skiba asked what enforcement authority existed to compel entities to participate. Mr. Busbin stated that the approach would be enforceable only if adopted by the Commission though an OATT provision. Mr. Skiba clarified that his question was how the requirements might reach an LSE or PSE that does not have a tariff. Mr. Pritchard suggested that the situation called to mind the requirement to provide an attestation, noting that this requirement reaches such entities. An attendee noted that NERC INT 12 could accomplish the same objective. 
After discussion, a straw poll was favorable to Option 1(b) being removed from further consideration by the BPS. Mr. Pritchard made a formal motion to this effect that was seconded by Mr. Saini. After attendees briefly discussed that Option 1(a) produces the desired effects more efficiently, the motion carried unanimously and without abstention.
· Review Generator Prioritization Option

Mr. Skiba provided a summary of this option, posted as Generator Prioritization Option - 6/17/10. In response to a question, he noted that the working group had decided that the criteria for coordinated flowgates should be determined by NERC. Mr. Pritchard asked whether implementation of this option would be dependent upon NERC providing these criteria; Mr. Skiba agreed that this would indeed be the case.  

Mr. Saini asked how available firm (above what is currently in use) would be treated, stating that the option seemed to suggest that it would be treated as non-firm. Mr. Pritchard agreed that it appeared that each generator would have a certain amount of firm capacity and everything else above that would be non-firm, regardless of where it was delivered. Mr. Skiba stated that a study would determine firmness; he confirmed that changing system conditions would affect this firmness. 

Mr. Skiba then provided a slide presentation detailing the approach, posted as Generator Prioritization Option. In response to a question, he stated that within TLR Level 5, firm supported by an agreement would be cut after unsupported firm. Mr. Muller commented that the concept is to encourage entities to have agreements in place to facilitate the comparison of what is firm for one provider versus another. 

Mr. Busbin asked whether this option amounted to tiered firm curtailment. Mr. Muller stated that it effectively did, explaining that, if certain conditions were met, firm on one system could be considered firm on another. 

Mr. Manning asked whether short-term priority schedules would also be expected to meet the minimum requirements as detailed. Mr. Mallinger stated that they would have to meet a provider’s own system requirements before the hierarchy summarized by Mr. Skiba would apply. He added that the priority of GTL flows was the underlying basis, not the type of transmission service, leaving a key question of how often priority schedules were updated. Mr. Saini asked how these schedules would compare to firm PTP. Mr. Mallinger stated that, if unit specific, firm PTP would be reduced before a GTL calculation was performed; if not, it would be reduced proportionally. He added that once a generator is reduced by the amount on the tag, the remainder would be calculated according to the stated hierarchy. 

In discussing the first outstanding issue the working group identified, Mr. Busbin noted a subordination issue if firm were cut before non-firm. Reference was made to a previous discussion where using non-firm was recognized as being more economic under certain conditions. Mr. Busbin asked whether one would move firm for a non-firm event; this issue was left for future consideration. 

Mr. Busbin, referring to the third identified outstanding issue, asked how the IDC would know whether an agreement is in place so it can provide curtailment options. He also asked whether priority schedules are foreseen as replacements for DNR status, and, if not, how the two might interact. Mr. Mallinger stated that the expectation was that the provider would be best situated to make this determination. 
Mr. Skiba agreed to assemble some examples and draft several introductory paragraphs to better set forth the conceptual approaches within the document.

· Review Flowgate Allocation Option

Mr. Mallinger provided a slide presentation of this option using the Flowgate Allocation Option - 6/25/10 document. He summarized by stating that the flowgate would be allocated in advance. If a bucket of impacts is known, and firm allocation is exhausted, then everything else would become non-firm. In response to a question, he stated that an assignment of priority would be used for both real-time and next-hour projections. He added that in real-time, only so much firm could be called; after that, everything would be non-firm. He described the allocation process as taking impacts from firm reservations and schedules from the hour-ahead and day-ahead along with projected load used to dispatch generation. He stated that an economic opportunity existed in selecting which to run. Mr. Pritchard asked whether firm reservations would be netted out in the projection. 
Mr Mallinger noted that an obligation existed to calculate impacts both down to zero and down to 5 percent. He provided a reminder that GTL impacts down to 5 percent were the figures used for curtailment purposes. 

Mr. Pritchard asked what would happen if a generator planned to run goes offline without warning, forcing another generator to ramp-up. Mr. Mallinger stated that once an allocation for an hour is made, it would be locked-in. 
Mr. Green asked what would happen if the interface were over-allocated. Mr. Mallinger stated that the flowgates under contemplation were substantial and did not tend to go to TLR; he added that they had not been over-allocated during the past 6 years. He emphasized that the 5 percent number, as opposed to the zero figure, would be used for problematic flowgates.
Mr. Pritchard asked how the order of curtailment decision would be made in the first-to-curtail category. Mr. Mallinger replied that the key was that online generation would be not reflected in the merit order file.
Mr. Green asked whether, in a situation where an overload exists due to GTL impacts, the typical solution would be redispatch, as opposed to cutting. Mr. Mallinger agreed. Mr. Green asked whether, conversely, in a situation where the overload had been caused by PTP, the redispatch option would be unavailable. Mr. Mallinger again assented, adding that firm would not be treated like non-firm; instead, only the treatment order in TLR Level 5 would be affected. Mr. Green stated that the implications of curtailment on GTL versus PTP seemed unclear; he added that the salient point is that the two be treated equally. 
Mr. Pritchard asked for confirmation that a new hierarchy was not being considered, but that a new level subordinate to firm was. Mr. Advena replied that this scenario would only arise if a TLR Level 5 were called. Mr. Pritchard restated his question by asking whether the contemplated hierarchy were non-firm, first-to-cut-firm, then firm (if needed). This understanding was confirmed by the working group. He then asked whether a different TLR level would be required. Mr. Mallinger answered that one would not be needed, but one could be created; he stated that Mr. Muller’s upcoming slide presentation would help clarify this and other issues.  

Mr. Busbin asked whether the working group had discussed tiered firm as a first step in moving from a contract path reservation system to a flowgate reservation system? Mr. Mallinger replied that this had not been discussed. 

Mr. Mallinger emphasized that this methodology was dependent upon identifying the firmness of generation, stating that generator prioritization was a prerequisite. He added that this method would require a change order. In response to a question, he reiterated that generator prioritization was needed to perform the allocation. 
Mr. Green asked whether the working group had considered the implementation hurdles for entities not currently part of a seams agreement. Mr. Mallinger stated that the software was available and the transition could take roughly 6 months; Mr. Muller agreed. 
A participant asked whether a flowgate could be added in real-time. Mr. Muller stated that this could be accomplished directly through the IDC in roughly 20 minutes. 
Discussion was then held relating to whether a single approach was still the end-goal. Reference was made to a BPS motion from December 2009 indicating that the BPS had previously so decided; participants agreed that this motion could become problematic if the group is unable to reach consensus on one approach.
Mr. Pritchard stated that the first option (Option 1(a)) would provide a mechanism for determining the level of transmission firmness within a BA, allocate output to firm/non-firm within a BA, and provide allocation for lines leaving the BA. He added that this option did not address the TLR process, since the group had understood TLR to fall within NERC’s purview. After briefly summarizing the other two approaches, he asked attendees to consider the intended scope of this Annual Plan item. He asked whether the goal was to provide the IDC with firm/non-firm, or renovate the TLR process.
Mr. Colby stated that his organization would support one methodology applied uniformly throughout the Eastern Interconnect; he added that he preferred that customers not have to make reservations for transmission capacity within a BA. 

Mr. Yeomans asked what would happen to Change Order 283 in November if the BPS is unable to reach consensus on the necessary supporting standards. Mr. Muller stated that everything would have to be treated as firm. Mr. Howell added that the 12-18 month test period would begin after implementation to the IDC is complete. 

3. 
Plan for Next Meeting

Participants agreed to hold a conference call on Monday June 28, 2010 for a presentation and discussion led by Mr. Muller. They also set the next full meeting for July 15 and 16, 2010, to be hosted by OATI in Minneapolis, MN.
4. 
Attendance

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Nick
	Browning
	Midwest ISO

	Jim 
	Busbin
	Southern Company

	Ernie 
	Cardone
	NYISO

	Mike
	Colby
	PJM

	Jessica
	Collins
	Xcel Energy

	James 
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Jason
	Davis
	SPP

	Michael 
	DeSocio
	NYISO

	Blaine
	Erhardt
	Basin Electric

	Rick
	Gonzalez
	NYISO

	Barry 
	Green
	EPSA

	Vic 
	Howell
	Duke Energy

	Tom
	Mallinger
	Midwest ISO

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Cheryl
	Mendrela
	ISO New England 

	Nelson
	Muller
	OATI

	Emilie
	Nelson
	NYISO

	Marjorie 
	Parsons
	TVA

	Steve
	Patterson
	

	Alan 
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Steve
	Sanders
	WAPA

	Ed
	Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Benjimin
	Taylor
	TVA

	Cathy
	Wesley
	PJM

	Bob
	West
	

	Wes
	Yeomans
	NYISO


WEQ BPS Meeting June 24-25, 2010 - Final Minutes

Page 6 of 6

