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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Mr. Skiba welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance and attendees introduced themselves in person and over the phone.  Mr. Skiba proposed and participants agreed, to both time-box review of minutes to 30 minutes, and break into option groups after lunch on October 14. Upon a motion by Mr. Pritchard, seconded by Mr. Mallinger, the revised agenda was unanimously adopted.
The group made minor corrections to the June 24-25, 2010 draft minutes before unanimously agreeing to accept them as final. Attendees also unanimously approved the June 28, July 23, and August 6, 2010 minutes without modification. 
2. IDC Working Group Update

Mr. Muller provided an update on this issue. He announced that the test had been initiated the previous week, adding that it was too early to confirm validity of data because SPP, Midwest ISO, and PJM had not yet submitted data. Mr. Sanders expressed concern that all BAs be made aware of the expectation that priority data for the interim solution be submitted. Mr. Muller replied that he was unaware of anyone who had refused to submit data, but that he was also unaware of how or whether the expectation message had been delivered to all BAs.  Mr. Sanders asked whether a formal request, for example, from Midwest ISO to its BAs was planned; he expressed particular concern that the need for priority data be announced.
Mr. Skiba asked attendees which entity should be responsible for sending this message. The group discussed the need to solidify and distribute the message. Mr. Muller suggested that a starting place might be the IDC Working Group, announcing the need for this information, incorporating the data priority, and leaving provision optional with a default of firm. Mr. Sanders asked whether it was reasonable for the IDC Working Group to distribute the requirements to BAs; Mr. Pritchard questioned whether this was a NAESB issue or a NERC issue. Mr. Skiba stated that the actual mechanics seemed to fall between the cracks. Mr. Pritchard noted that it seemed to pertain to Change Order 283 and did not seem critical to the BPS work. Participants agreed that good data was needed for a good test.  
Mr. Howell from the IDC Working Group was asked to comment on whether enough detail had been communicated/documented to permit BAs to know what information was needed. Mr. Howell stated that the functional specification was the only current documentation.

Mr. Erhardt stated that the substance of what to submit and how to submit it needed to be clarified. Mr. Mallinger suggested that the IDC put together a package to be sent to the RCs for dissemination to the BAs, noting that the functional specification alone could prove confusing. The group discussed the issue of which entity has access to the relevant information. 

Mr. Howell took an action item to request that the IDC Working Group draft a form of notice for distribution.  Mr. Pritchard asked and received confirmation that BAs would not need to submit additional information since they were already submitting tags.
3. Review Issues, Concerns, Outstanding Questions for Each Work Group
Mr. Pritchard asked for clarification regarding universal issue number 2 “Allow bilateral agreements for treatment of GTL and transaction priority.” Mr. Advena stated that if 2 Providers have a mechanism in place, then it should take precedence, as long as no third parties are affected. Mr. Pritchard suggested that this meant that a review of these agreements was salient to the tag all non-firm scope. 

An attendee asked whether contract path priorities dictated the off-contract path priorities. This question was added as universal issue 6 on the Option Tag All Non-Firm Issues - Revised 10/14/10, Option Generator Prioritization Issues - Revised 10/14/10, and Option Flowgate Allocation Issues - Revised 10/14/10 work papers. Mr. Mallinger stated that the group’s focus should remain on establishing GTL priorities, as opposed to new on-path/off-path methodologies. 

The group reviewed the Tag Non Firm Option Concerns Presentation  prepared prior to the meeting by Mr. Bressers. Mr. Pritchard asked whether BAs were dispatched individually or collectively in the SPP footprint. Mr. Bressers replied that the dispatch instructions took the entire footprint into consideration. Mr. Pritchard asked whether the ability existed to determine the magnitude of this extra (i.e. non-scheduled) firm being generated that is treated as non-firm as it leaves a particular BA. After some discussion, he restated his question: could one, at a 15 minute interval, determine how much is firm, non-firm, or energy imbalance? Mr. Bressers replied that this was indeed possible for each flowgate. Mr. Pritchard asked, if a dynamic tag were applied to such a market-level pool of generators, how accurately could that dynamic tag apply to each flowgate for concentrated relief obligations. Mr. Sanders stated that Change Order 283 seemed to incorporate a GTL logic with markets setting up zones; he asked whether the excess calculated leaving those zones be used to apply to the tag. After further discussion, the issue was noted that SPP cannot get deeper granularity than the BA level. 

Mr. Bressers reviewed the second concern on his presentation, namely that all the non-firm from today would end up in the firm bucket for tomorrow under the tag non-firm option. The group agreed that this concern was vital and, as yet, unresolved.

Mr. Bressers discussed his third concern (credit for redispatch). Mr. Muller replied to a question by answering that, assuming that load stayed the same, the ability to determine the effectiveness (GTL impact) on a flowgate existed, regardless of which unit was moved to accomplish the reduction and regardless of the tags. The group noted that, since the load changes, this was an issue that needed to be addressed. Mr. Bressers stated that this impact problem was not currently problematic under the flowgate allocation process in the seams agreement, since his organization is able to follow the load and also measure relief provided. He stated that the biggest concern was that measurement and verification (M&V) will be less possible in the proposed process, leading to a lowered incentive to provide relief. 

The group added several questions to the allocation option work paper summarized as: 1) should allocations be considered in the selling of transmission service; and, 2) what are the NERC tests for determining flowgate subject to allocation methodologies. 
4. Regroup to Review Responses from Work Groups

The group reviewed and provided responses to the Option Flowgate Allocation Issues (Response), Option Generator Prioritization (Response), and Issues response for Tag all NF (edited by BPS). 
The group began detailed discussion of the Issues Response for Tag all NF.  The group discussed question 1, regarding how the IDC would have an indication of the relief provided or what relief would be needed for the following hour. Mr. Muller stated that instead of providing relief for redispatch, the amount of relief would be on a spreadsheet, leaving the decision to the BA. He added that the tag needed to be identified so it would not be counted in the subsequent hour calculation. 
Mr. Pritchard asked a question about billing as it related to the practice of determining generator imbalances for network customers. He explained that if non-firm coming from a nuclear generator were singled out for curtailment, his organization would redispatch rather than decrease generation. He observed that, if the tag were cut, billing issues would arise; the issue was noted on the work paper. 
The group discussed universal issue number 2, related to the issue of bilateral agreements to honor firm from neighboring BAs. Mr. Bressers asked how the terms of the agreement, if struck, would be entered into the IDC logic. Although no consensus answer was achieved, the group refined what is meant by the term “bilateral agreement” and noted that the issue applied to all options.
Subsequently, there was significant controversy as to whether the perceived inaccuracy of deliverability studies led to an uneven playing field.  After considerable debate, Mr. Saini made the following motion, captured on the 
Motions Parallel Flow Visualization document:
Strike language “When the BPS reviewed on October 15th, the some Markets do not agree with the section in red text. (Markets to provide explanation as to why they don't agree.)”
After brief discussion, Mr. Saini withdrew his motion because he was called away from the meeting. 
In regards to option-specific question 3 (the wind farm question), the group agreed that the value that is being submitted on the tag is an integrated value, not an instantaneous value. Mr. Pritchard stated that the tagging rules did not need amendment. An attendee noted that, with a dynamic tag, the MW value is rarely being actually delivered, but that the IDC needed to know what was being actually delivered. Mr. Mallinger stated that updating tags several times an hour would be onerous to an RC; Mr. Pritchard replied that the tagging entity would be responsible for making updates. The group recognized that dynamic schedules could be used, with the benefit of the dynamic tag being that the IDC would see the instantaneous MW value, as opposed to the original value submitted on the tag. 
Regarding option specific question 4, Mr. Muller stated that an imputed tag was something that could be carried forward into the solution for firmness as well. 

Regarding  option specific question 5, an attendee asked when this could be imputed from an NNL calculation. Mr. Mallinger asked whether an opportunity for gaming of curtailment was introduced through the selection of either an NNL methodology or tagging. This issue was captured on the Parking Lot Parallel Flow Visualization for further discussion. 
5. Input on Status for Upcoming Executive Committee Meeting

The group discussed that, although painstaking, the discussion has been fruitful because attendees were learning that the range of available solutions is structurally dependent. Certain attendees expressed strongly that one blanket approach would not be viable for the entire industry, due largely to the market/non-market structural split. Others expressed support for the notion that continued development could result in an acceptable blend. 
6. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 12:03 Eastern. 
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