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TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
Ed Skiba, Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) Co-Chair
RE:
WEQ BPS August 9-10, 2011 - Final Minutes
DATE:

September 6, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting 
Hosted by PJM 

955 Jefferson Avenue, Norristown, PA 19403
August 9, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

August 10, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Skiba and Saini welcomed participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. The agenda was adopted without any modification. Attendees reviewed the draft meeting minutes from July 12-13, 2011; after agreeing upon some modifications, the revised draft minutes were adopted as final without opposition (July 12-13, 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 closed action items 39 and 40. The revised Action Item List was posted after the meeting. 

3. Review Two-Tier Firm Curtailment Position Papers
No Policy Concern Position

Mr. Skiba reviewed the Two-Tier Firm Curtailment Support Position Paper which was posted as a work paper.  The subcommittee suggested some changes to the position papers.  The redlined changes were posted after the meeting. Mr. Skiba reminded the subcommittee that during the July meeting it was discussed that a poll would be taken in the meeting to determine if anyone supported the position paper.  The paper needed to have some support shown in order for it to be forwarded to the Executive Committee.  The results of the poll would not be forwarded to the Executive Committee.  Mr. Advena, Ms. Kedrowski, and Mr. Mallinger supported forwarding the position paper to the Executive Committee.

Policy Concern Position

Mr. Pritchard reviewed the Two-Tier Firm Curtailment Support Position Paper document which was posted as a work paper.  The subcommittee suggested some changes to the position paper.  The redlined changes were posted after the meeting.  Mr. Erhardt, Mr. Hossain, Mr. Pritchard, Mr. Wood, and Ms. York supported forwarding the position paper to the Executive Committee.

4. Review Draft Letter from BPS Co-Chairs to Executive Committee

Messrs. Skiba and Saini reviewed the Two-Tier Firm Curtailment Cover Letter which was posted as a work paper. The subcommittee suggested changes to the cover letter.  The redlined changes were posted after the meeting. Mr. Skiba reviewed consistency changes to the Two-Tier Curtailment Overview and the Procedural History of Two-Tier Firm Curtailment.  Messrs. Skiba and Saini will send clean versions of the Cover Letter, Attachment 1: Two-Tier Curtailment Overview, Attachment 2: Procedural History of Two-Tier Firm Curtailment, Attachment 3: Policy Concern Position Paper, and Attachment 4: No Policy Concern Position Paper to the Executive Committee for guidance on addressing the Two-Tier Firm Curtailment issue.  
5. Review and Revise Permanent Solution White Paper 

First-to-Curtail Sub-Team Scenarios and Proposed Language

Mr. Advena reviewed the 2-Tier Firm Curtailment: First-to-Curtail & Last-to-Curtail Examples presentation with the subcommittee.  During the review updates were made to slides 3 and 4.  The revised presentation was posted after the meeting. The sub-team assigned to Action Item 54 was not in agreement on the levels of reciprocity and the requirements for first-to-curtail.  Mr. Saini requested Mr. Harmon’s comments which were posted as a work paper be added to the Parking Lot document. Mr. Advena stated that the sub-team needed direction on two items for them to continue their work: a) Reciprocity Levels and b) Assigning Off-Path Tag as First-to-Curtail.

Reciprocity Levels

The subcommittee discussed the four alternatives for determining reciprocity documented in the revised presentation and considered the pros and cons for each alternative.

1-One Level (slide 11)
In this alternative reciprocity would only occur between those entities where there are coordination agreements in place.  For example, there are direct agreements between entities B and C, C and D, and D and E.  There are no agreements between B and E or C and E.  In this scenario C and E would be reciprocal through the direct agreement between C and D.  Because there is no direct agreement between C and E, B would not be reciprocal with E.

Pros – This alternative is specific in which entities would be automatically reciprocal.  

Cons – This approach forces reciprocity for the first level.  It would potentially require more coordination agreements to be executed since reciprocity could not go beyond the first level agreements.  

2-Multi-Level (slide 12)
In this alternative reciprocity would apply to all levels where a direct or indirect coordination agreement is executed.  For example, there are direct agreements between entities B and C, C and D, and D and E.  There are no agreements between B and E or C and E.  In this scenario C and E would be reciprocal through the direct agreement between C and D.  B and E would also be reciprocal through the indirect (due to reciprocity) Coordination Agreement between C and E and the direct Coordination Agreement between B and C.

Pros – This alternative could limit the number of Coordination Agreements that need to be executed.  

Cons – This approach forces reciprocity at all levels of indirect coordination agreements.  An entity may want to be reciprocal with one entity and not another entity through reciprocity.  This option does not provide that flexibility.  

3a-Reciprocity by Agreement (slide 13)
In this alternative reciprocity would apply for indirect coordination agreements if both parties agree.  For example, there are direct agreements between entities B and C, C and D, and D and E.  There are no direct agreements between B and E or C and E.  In this scenario C and E could be reciprocal if both entities agreed to be reciprocal.  B and E could also be reciprocal if an only if C and E agreed to be reciprocal.

Pros – This provides the greatest flexibility for an entity to determine the other entities that it wants to be reciprocal with when there is no direct Coordination Agreement between the two entities. 

Cons – This is no automatic reciprocity through indirect Coordination Agreements.  

3b-Reciprocity by Agreement after 1st Level (slide 14)
In this alternative reciprocity would apply for the first level of indirect coordination agreements and by mutual agreement beyond the first level if both parties agree.  For example, there are direct agreements between entities B and C, C and D, and D and E.  There are no agreements between B and E or C and E.  In this scenario C and E would automatically be reciprocal since C has direct agreement with D which has direct agreement with E.  B and E could be reciprocal if both entities agreed to be reciprocal.

Pros – There is automatic reciprocity for the first level so no mutual consent is require between the first level of indirect agreements. 

Cons – This may force two entities to be reciprocal when they may not want to be reciprocal.

Guidance  

There seemed to be general agreement that 3a, though requiring an entity to identify its reciprocal entities through indirect agreements, provided the greatest flexibility and did not force an entity to be reciprocal with another entity.  When the subcommittee was asked if there was any objection to directing the sub-team to move forward with 3a, there was no objection.

Assigning Off-Path Tag as First-to-Curtail
The subcommittee started this discussion with the Mr. Harmon’s comments.  On the first day of the meeting the subcommittee discussed the possibility of crafting a motion (see above). After further consideration and discussion the subcommittee developed a list of guidelines as Direction for the First to Curtail Sub-team on when a tag should be identified as First-to-Curtail or Last-to Curtail.  Mr. Advena confirmed the direction was sufficient for the sub-team to move forward on Action Item 54.

Mr. Skiba created the Source Sink Wheel Through work paper. This work paper assumed that Option 3a applied, meaning that neither reciprocity provisions nor coordination agreements were required. A list of conditions where coordination would apply resulting in last-to-curtail service was begun. During the ensuing discussion, Mr. Pritchard asked whether MOD-specific standards should be considered. No consensus response was forthcoming. The Source-Sink Wheel Through work paper was abandoned in favor of developing proposed motion language, later posted as the proposed motion work paper. The meeting recessed for the day. 

The sub-team will provide an update on their work during the September 13-14, 2011, meeting based on the direction from the BPS.
Credit for Redispatch Scenarios/Current Calculations
Mr. Mallinger reviewed the Credit for Redispatch Scenarios Current Calculations presentation.  It was noted that slides listing “Unconstrained Net Market Flow” should be changed to “Unconstrained Forward Market Flow.” The revised presentation was posted after the meeting.  The sub-team working on Credit for Redispatch will provide an update on their activities at the September 13-14, 2011, meeting.

Revisions to Permanent Solution White Paper

The subcommittee continued its review of the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper. The subcommittee completed its review of the first three requirements under the section Requirements for Establishing Generator Priorities.  Requirement four under Requirements for Establishing Generator Priorities with the exception of last sub-bullet under the fourth bullet and the last bullet has been reviewed.  The revised Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution White Paper was posted after the meeting.  Mr. Skiba took an action item to make conforming changes to the document noted in the comments and post the revised document as a work paper for the September 13-14, 2011, meeting.  Mr. Pritchard asked if the subcommittee could revisit the System-wide Default being set to Firm.  Due to time constraints, this item will be discussed at the September meeting.

6. Agenda Items Not Discussed
Due to time constraints the following agenda items were not discussed.  They will be carried forward to the August meeting.

· Review Remaining Parking Lot Items

· Identify NAESB Business Practice Standards

· Implementation Evaluation Criteria

7. Input to Status Report to Executive Committee
Mr. Skiba said he and Mr. Saini developed a presentation for the Executive Committee outlining the activities the BPS have completed since February and that the chair expected to complete the Parallel Flow Visualization standards recommendation by the end of the year.  He noted that the Two-Tier Firm Curtailment issue would be addressed as a separate item on the Executive Committee Agenda.  There were no additional items recommended from the subcommittee for Messrs. Skiba and Saini to discuss with the Executive Committee. 

8. Next Steps/Future Meetings

The next meeting will be held at the NAESB office in Houston, TX, on September 13 (9:00 – 5:00 CDT) and September 14 (9:00 – 3:00 CDT).  The October meeting will be held at the OATI office in Minneapolis, MN, on October 11 (9:00 – 5:00 CDT) and October 12 (9:00 – 3:00 CDT).  Mr. Mueller will check to determine if OATI could possibly host the November meeting in Las Vegas to coincide with the OATI annual meeting.  This would require switching meeting weeks with the OASIS Subcommittee.  The December meeting may be held in Houston at the NAESB Office.   
9. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned by consensus at 2:55 pm Eastern on August 10, 2011.
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