
Parking Lot
1. All tags and all imputed tags internal to the BA (using NITs or Point to Point) will have their curtailment impacts determined in the IDC using a Generation to Load Calculation.  This applies to the interim solution as well as change order 310.  It needs to be determined if this is functionality is needed in the Tag All Non-Firm option.
Resolution: 
This functionality is needed for the Tag All Non-Firm Component of the permanent solution and is already implemented in the interim solution.  Requirement 4 was added to the Requirements for Tagging All Non-Firm Component section of the Permanent Solution White Paper. 7/13/11
2. Should BPS establish an alternate option – i.e. introduce the current prioritization methodologies outlined in the TSP’s current tariffs into the PFV for production (on an interim basis until the larger complicated issues are resolved) to allow the PFV to be used once the necessary testing is complete? Would this provide RC’s the reliability tool they are looking for and TSPs the interim tool to properly and equitably address the NOI issue raised by FERC? (see http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_bps042811w9.pdf)
Resolution:

On May 19, 2011, the BPS made a decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option.  An alternative option will not be considered at this time.  However, if issues arise during the NERC parallel test an alternative may be considered at that time.  (9/13/11)
3. Is the current BPS approach delaying the resolution of the FERC NOI issues? How are the NOI issues currently being addressed? (see http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_bps042811w9.pdf)
Resolution: Closed
This question is beyond the scope of the BPS.  The BPS cannot make a determination on whether the Parallel Flow Visualization is delaying FERC action on the NOI issues. Issue redefined as Parking Lot Issue 3(a), below (9/13/11). 
3(a) How are the FERC NOI issues being addressed within the Permanent Solution? Note – the issue of uploading of generator priorities by BAs is being addressed by IDC CO 322. 
Status: Hold pending C.O. 283 write-up from the IDCWG
4. Is the requirement of “honoring your neighbors’ constraints” a policy issue that cannot be solely addressed at NAESB, and will necessarily need to be raised at FERC? 
Further, is this concern sufficiently addressed by the NERC MOD Standards? (see http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_bps042811w9.pdf)

Status: Closed
Based on the guidance provided by the Management Committee, the first question has been fully resolved. 
The second question is still open - the draft White Paper currently indicates that the NAESB business practices “are not intended to duplicate the MOD standards.” (9/13/11) 
10/31 – The MOD standards do not address the honoring your neighbors systems constraints when granting of transmission service. (Refer to the January 11-12, 2011 Meeting Minutes input from Andy Rodriquez.)
5. Depending upon the prioritization method proposed, will the current implementation of the PFV flow impact calculation (Gen to total BA load vs. native and transfer impacts) result in an equitable single “impact” calculation? (see http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_bps042811w9.pdf)

Status: Open
Mr. Sanders will provide a more detailed explanation of the question/issue for review/discussion at the October 11, 2011. (9/13/11)
6. Is it appropriate for BPS to design a tool and standard that pre-supposes the elimination of the CMP prior to this proposal being submitted to FERC (by the markets) and for all parties to raise their concerns in the FERC forum? (see http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_bps042811w9.pdf)
Resolution: 
Per the NAESB Certificate of Incorporation “[t]he objects and purposes of NAESB are to propose and adopt voluntary standards and model business practices designed to promote more competitive and efficient natural gas and electric service,” as such the solution selected for the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution is within the scope of NAESB.  The BPS does not pre-suppose the outcome of individual entity’s tariffs.  (9/13/11)
7. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – Would a list be posted on an OASIS site those parties that have Coordination Agreements?
Resolution:
Not required to be posted. See Motion 29.(9/13/11)
8. Flowgate Allocation – Is there a need to do 2 day ahead, day ahead, and hour ahead.

Resolution:

With the May 19, 2011 BPS decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and discontinue discussion on the Flowgate Allocation Option this Parking Lot item has become a non-issue. (9/13/11)
9. Flowgate Allocation – If selected need to have more detail discussions on TRM and CBM (are these the same values used in the AFC process)

Resolution:

With the May 19, 2011 BPS decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and discontinue discussion on the Flowgate Allocation Option this Parking Lot item has become a non-issue. (9/13/11)
10. Flowgate Allocation - Are less than 5% allocations needed since they can’t be curtailed in the IDC?

Resolution:

With the May 19, 2011 BPS decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and discontinue discussion on the Flowgate Allocation Option this Parking Lot item has become a non-issue. (9/13/11)
11. Flowgate Allocation – Should we assign first to curtail proportional curtailment to only those PTP and Network that have a greater than 5% impact?
Resolution:

With the May 19, 2011 BPS decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and discontinue discussion on the Flowgate Allocation Option this Parking Lot item has become a non-issue. (9/13/11)
12. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – Seams Agreement sub-bullets need to be consistent for AFC/ATC (near term and beyond 13 months issue)  Maybe sub-bullets should be deleted.

Resolution:  The two bullets were revised to a single bullet stating:

“For off -path impacts a Coordination Agreement party will utilize the same system conditions including constraints and facility loadings as used by the other parties to the Coordination Agreement when providing transmission service on its  system.   This is applicable for both short-term and long-term transmission service.” (6/14/11)

13. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – If any party is jurisdictional the agreement will be filed with FERC

Resolution: Language was revised to:

“If all parties are jurisdictional the Coordination Agreement will be filed with FERC.” 6/14/11

14. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – Need further discussion on how Unilateral Seams Agreements would impact the options.  Unilateral seams agreement would provide for last to curtail allocation on the other providers system by the party filing the unilateral agreement. 
Resolution – Added the language:

If a party can demonstrate that they are meeting the minimum requirements for a Coordination Agreement and have been unable to execute a Coordination Agreement, the unilateral agreement containing the minimum requirements would be applicable to prevent two-tier curtailment at the time the unilateral agreement is filed with FERC. (06/14/11).

15. Flowgate Allocation – How to prevent gaming of the merit order file to achieve maximum allocation on a flowgate?  Include treatment of intermittent resources in the merit order file.

Resolution:

With the May 19, 2011 BPS decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and discontinue discussion on the Flowgate Allocation Option this Parking Lot item has become a non-issue. (9/13/11)
16. Flowgate Allocation Option – Highlights for discussion Scenario 1 (with prioritized order)

1. Ramp online firm generation with firm transmission service
2. Ramp offline non-outage firm generation with firm transmission service
3. Scale load down to match firm generation
Resolution:

With the May 19, 2011 BPS decision to move forward with the Hybrid Option as the Permanent Solution and discontinue discussion on the Flowgate Allocation Option this Parking Lot item has become a non-issue. (9/13/11)
17. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – Need to have discussion on terminology of seams agreement vs coordination agreement.
Resolution: The subcommittee agreed to use the term “Coordination Agreement” moving forward.  The work paper was updated to reflect the change and a footnote was added to the Motions page to reflect this change. (06/14/11)

18. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – Are there potential tariff conflicts for curtailment of firm services before non-firm service.
Resolution:
With the Flowgate Allocation Option there was the potential for firm shortfalls to be included in NN6 which could be curtailed under TLR Level 3.  This is not an issue for the Hybrid Option.  Based on what is reported to the IDC for the Parallel Flow Visualization Permanent Solution (Hybrid Option) firm service will not be used by the IDC when calculating a relief assignment under TLR Level 3.
Note: Two-Tier Curtailment is under review by the Managing Committee.  Results of this review could impact this Parking Lot Item. (8/26/11) 
Credit for Redispatch has potential risk due of firm being curtailed before non-firm, but subcommittee decided to continue. 

Firm generation being used to satisfy non-firm relief obligations will need to be addressed by FERC. (9/13/11)
19. Flowgate Allocation option and Hybrid option:    Is there an expectation that the Firm GTL impacts of Non-Markets and Firm Market impacts of Markets  as calculated by IDC Software applying new BPS rules,  will match (within acceptable range) the  Firm GTL impacts of non-markets and Firm impacts of markets as calculated, “granted”  and used by Tariff calculations.   If not why not.  If there is an expectation, how do we accomplish that?
Status: Open
This item was discussed during the April 11-13, 2011, meeting under the discussion topic “Impact of NITS on Parallel Flow Visualization – If a resource has firm rights does it automatically have firm rights for the entire/whole load of TSP  Load?” In the meeting the issue was framed as “The granularity of transmission service granted under the OATT will be at the same granularity in the parallel flow visualization calculation in the IDC.”  In the April 28-29, 2011, meeting, the subcommittee was asked if anyone wanted to make a motion to include this concept into the Options under consideration.  There was no motion to include the concept in the Options.  See the April 28-29, 2011 Meeting Minutes, Item 4. 
The subcommittee decided to discuss this issue in the FTC/LTC Subgroup. The co-chairs have the expectation that this issue will be developed and some proposal will be brought to the full subcommittee at the next BPS meeting. If no proposal is presented/developed, the issue may be dropped from consideration under the Parallel Flow project scope. (9/13/11)
20. Flowgate Allocation/Hybrid Option – If 2 Entities agree through Coordination Agreements to limit Firm on each others flow gates to a certain level,  how do we incorporate and accomplish that in both hybrid  and allocation option.
Resolution:
The Business Practice Standards is developing a minimum set of requirements for Coordination Agreements.  Additional requirements, such as suggested under this parking lot item, would be addressed through individual agreements rather than through the NAESB Business Practice Standards.(9/13/11)

21.  Can Nelson Muller make a statement in the BPS Meeting that the credit for re-dispatch issue can be resolved with software logic to the satisfaction of Market.

1.
Nelson Muller – yes it can be resolved.  There may be multiple viable options that may require decision which option to choose.  

2.
Tom Mallinger - To make a viable option, it need to consider (a) BA’s have 30 minutes to meet their relief obligation according to the market flow threshold field test recommendation to NERC, (b) next hour relief obligations and tag curtailments will not be issued until after 30 minutes BA relief obligation window closes for the current hour, (c) the frequency and/or timing of GTL data exchange under CO 283 may need to be adjusted to accommodate credit for redispatch timing requirements, and (d) the ORS is currently pursuing changes to the tag curtailment timing requirements from 10 to 15 minutes which makes the time when the next-hour curtailments are issued by the IDC critical to implement the curtailments.  

3.
Nelson Muller – The next hour tag curtailments are sent out by the IDC no earlier than 35 minutes past the hour.

Resolution:

This is an implementation issue that should be addressed through an IDC Change Order rather than through the NAESB Business Practice Standards.  The Business Practice Standards should include requirements to allow for Credit for Redispatch. The IDC implementation of the Credit for Redispatch Business Practice Standards should be addressed by the IDC Working Group.  If BPS members have questions on the Credit for Redispatch implementation they can participate in the IDC Working Group Meetings when the Change Order is discussed. (9/13/11)
22. How will the IDC track reciprocity between entities?  We need to explain how this would work if there is reciprocity between some entities and not all entities.  How will changing of reciprocity be tracked over time?  (example is what happens if a new Coordination Agreement is signed that then requires reciprocity with those who have signed agreements with one of the entities of the new Coordination Agreement?)
Resolution:
This is an implementation issue that should be addressed through an IDC Change Order rather than through the NAESB Business Practice Standards.  The Business Practice Standards should include a requirement that allow for reciprocity to change over time.  The IDC implementation of the Business Practice Standards should be addressed by the IDC Working Group.  If BPS members have questions on the implementation they can participate in the IDC Working Group Meetings when the Change Order is discussed. (9/13/11)
23. Need to provide an example of what happens when going from a TLR level 3 to TLR level 5 with credit for redispatch?  When you provide 27MW of relief through redispatch of firm should the firm go up by 27 MW while the non-firm goes down by 27?

Status: Open
This item will be addressed by the sub-team assigned to Action Item 57. (9/13/11)
24. When you boil this down, if a Flowgate was considered when the TSR was sold (by any TSP), then that Tag should be last to curtail because the TSR evaluation considered possible loop flow effects. (Comments from John Harmon’s notes posted for August 9-10, 2011 meeting.)

· NERC MOD standards address this already where a TSP has to ask another TSP to include the FG in its AFC calculations.

· More granularity should be addressed here to ensure that each TSP who signs the coordination agreement includes third party flowgates for all reservations no matter if a TSP is the source, sink, or wheel on a Reservation.

· Some TSPs ignore third party flowgates, despite a signed agreement, when they are the sink on a reservation.

Status: Closed
This item was added on August 9, 2011 prior to the subcommittee providing direction to the sub-team addressing Action Item 54.  The item is specific to Action Item 54.  Direction was provided on when First-to-Curtail should apply.  The sub-team lead indicated that the direction was sufficient for them to move forward on their action item.  The sub-team will provide updates at the October 11-12, 2011 BPS meeting.  There is no further direction needed for this Parking Lot Item. (9/13/11)
Based on revisions to the definition of Coordination Agreement the sub-team working on Action Item 54 recommended that this item be closed.  The subcommittee agreed with this recommendation.
25. Do business practice standards need to be developed for must run generation that is associated to non-firm transmission service

· Should there be a requirement for firm transmission service for all output from must run generators

· Should there be a mechanism for firming up transmission service when called for a curtailment?  Current requirements in the Eastern Interconnection generally only permit reservations of full day capacity in the day ahead horizon.

Status: The subcommittee has determined that they will not address must run generators.  This is addressed today through the NERC reliability standards, IRO-006-EAST R.4 and the Reliability Coordinator Operating Guides.
26. What are the requirements for allowing a BA to switch from the tag all non-firm component to the generator prioritization component or vice versa? Who makes the declaration of which component will be used?  There will be implementation considerations with the IDC.  In the absence of a declaration which component will be the default?
Status:
Items to be resolved from the 9/13/11 meeting

1)
From Parking Lot Item 7 discussion:

What is the risk that service could fall into a FTC category?
Pending Resolution:  Matrix of TSPs having Coordination Agreements would be published to show where there is the possiblity for transactions to fall into a FTC category.
Could IDC logic be publicized to help address this question?
Pending Resolution:  The IDC could publish a matrix.  The draft matrix will be reviewed at the November 8-9th meeting
Should this question be delayed until the details of 2-TFC are worked out?
27. Need to have discussion on the process for two Transmission Service Providers submitting generator priority schedules for the same generator. How will the IDC process the data if the Transmission Service Providers submit different information for the generator?  An example would be Provider 1 sends 25% firm and 75% non-firm and Provider 2 sends 50% firm and 50% non-firm.  What happens if the submit different MW values rather than percentages? 
Where a generator has been pseudo-tied into another Transmission Service Provider footprint, this may involve multiple pieces of transmission service.  Both Transmission Service Providers will report the priority of the transmission service granted for delivery of the generator output.  The IDC will determine GTL priorities on flowgates according to on-path and weakest link procedures.
Status: Open
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