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Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting 
Conference Call
October 31, 2011 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Skiba and Saini welcomed participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. Mr. Hossain moved and Mr. Cardone seconded the motion to adopt the agenda without any modification. Attendees reviewed the draft meeting minutes from January 11-12, 2011; there were minor proposed revisions to the meeting minutes.  Mr. Manning moved and Mr. Koza seconded the motion to approve the minutes.  The revised minutes were approved as final without opposition (January 11-12, 2011 Final Minutes).  Attendees reviewed the draft meeting minutes from February 16-17, 2011; there were minor proposed revisions to the meeting minutes.  Mr. Koza moved and Mr. Wood seconded the motion to approve the minutes.  The revised minutes were approved as final without opposition (February 16-17, 2011 Final Minutes).
2. Executive Committee Update
Mr. Skiba provided a high-level review of topics discussed at the October 25, 2011, WEQ Executive Committee meeting.  The Executive Committee approved three recommendations. One was a no-action recommendation which required a simple majority.  The second recommendation was to address Available Transmission Capacity Postings which achieved the required super majority.  The third recommendation was to address consistency changes with the OASIS Standards, which also achieved the required super majority.  The recommendations which modify the NAESB Business Practice standards have been sent out for membership ratification. The ratification period closes on November 28, 2011.  The Executive Committee approved a minor correction which was associated to the Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems recommendation. 
Mr. Skiba noted that considerable discussion was held on the transition of the NERC Transmission System Information Network (TSIN) Registry to the NAESB webRegistry which will be hosted by OATI.  There is a Frequently Asked Questions document posted on the NAESB website.  NAESB, NERC, OATI and the Co-Chairs of the Joint Electric Scheduling Subcommittee (JESS) plan to have a meeting to work on the implementation plan.  After that meeting additional information will be made available.  Under the BPS status update Mr. Skiba and Mr. Saini requested that the WEQ Executive Committee leadership work with NERC on coordinating standards development for the tagging of intra-BA Point-to-Point transactions and the IRO-006-EAST standards per the motion made during the October 11-12, 2011, WEQ BPS Meeting.  Kathy York, the chair of the WEQ Executive Committee indicated that there was a conference call with NERC scheduled for November 14, 2011, and the standards coordination issue will be discussed at that time.  Mr. Saini also indicated that JESS may be required to make modifications to WEQ-004 Coordinate Interchange.  A work paper WEQ-004 Review for Impact of PFV Project has been posted for today’s meeting.  The Executive Committee approved a draft of the 2012 annual plan during the Executive Committee Meeting items were added for the Public Key Infrastructure (PKI) subcommittee and for JESS.
3. Review Action Items / Update White Paper
Action Item 54 – First to Curtail – Reciprocity Definition 

Mr. Skiba led the discussion on this item.  He indicated the one outstanding issue with Action Item 54 was to review the definition for Reciprocity.  The subcommittee reviewed the definition.  No alternatives to the definition were suggested.  Mr. Skiba stated that the subcommittee may make modifications to the definition during the standards development process.  Action Item 54 was closed as documented in the Action Item List – Revised 10/31/11.
Action Item 57 – Credit for Redispatch 

Mr. Mallinger reviewed the Action Item 57 - CFR Small Group Review of Unconstrained MFs - 10/11/11.  To start the discussion he indicated that the sub-team was using market flows for their analysis but that the credit for redispatch would be applicable to both markets and non-markets.  Mr. Mallinger started the presentation with a review of the issues with determining unconstrained market flows.

Mr. Mallinger explained and provided an example the each of the four options the sub-team is considering.  Option 1 will freeze the constrained market flows whenever a Transmission Loading Relief (TLR) level 3 or higher is called.  This constrained market flow will be called the unconstrained market flow.  During the course of the TLR event whenever the constrained market flow is greater than the unconstrained market flow the unconstrained market flow will be set to the constrained market flow.  Option 2 will no longer use the unconstrained market flows.  This Option replaces the forward unconstrained market flows with the adjusted constrained market flow that takes into account the credit for redispatch.  Option 3 will assume that the BAs have always exactly met their relief obligation at fifteen minutes into the TLR event and that they always did it in the correct priority buckets. Under this option relief obligations build from one hour to the next hour.  If there is a break in relief obligation for an hour, it will be assumed that the redispatch has been released and generators have returned to normal during that one hour.  Future hour relief obligations will start again after the one-hour gap.  Option 4 is similar to Option 3 but will compare the adjusted constrained market flow at the beginning of the hour and with each subsequent calculation during the hour.  Where a delta occurs between the total net market flows, this will be added to constrained values to get the unconstrained value.
A question was posed to the BPS as to whether the sub-team should eliminate any of the options from further consideration; the general response was the sub-team should conduct analysis on all four options and make a recommendation on which option to move forward.  Mr. Mallinger will provide a status update on the analysis at the November 8-9, 2011, meeting.  The sub-team will work toward providing a recommendation at the December 14-15, 2011, meeting.  Mr. Mallinger noted that meeting that date is based on a number of assumptions and the date could slip if the assumptions are incorrect.  During the presentation some typographical errors were identified.  The errors were corrected and an updated presentation is available at Action Item 57 - CFR Small Group Review of Unconstrained MFs - Revised 10/31/11.
Action Item 64 – Additional Detail Parking Lot Item 5
Mr. Sanders reviewed the Action Item 64 - (Parking Lot Item 5) Sanders Presentation - 10/11/11 work paper posted for the meeting.  The issue in the paper is whether multiple impact calculations should be used in the parallel flow visualization permanent solution on whether a single calculation should be used.  The current implementation of the Parallel Flow Visualization Tool, under IDC Change Order 283 includes the ability to perform generation-to-load impact calculations based on generation to load distribution factors within a BA and native/transfer for markets/BAs with multiple Local BAs (LBAs). Mr. Sanders expressed concern that inequities would result because different results would be obtained under two different impact calculation methodologies. 
The subcommittee discussed whether this question was best addressed at NERC or NAESB. Some attendees suggested that the IDC Working Group was the best venue (because it affected calculations within the IDC), whereas other considered the BPS the best venue (because the calculations affected the business relationship between parties). Mr. Sanders acknowledged that development may reside at the IDC Working Group, but added that the BPS could develop standards requiring a single calculation methodology. Mr. Sanders agreed to develop draft language to be reviewed by the BPS at the November 8-9, 2011, meeting to address this concern. The Action Item List – Revised 10/31/11 was updated to reflect the current status of this item.

4. Review Ed Davis White Paper Comments
Mr. Davis provided additional detail to each of his comments in the Permanent Solution White Paper (Master).  The subcommittee made modification to the document which adequately addressed his concerns for the comments in the Requirements for Tagging All Non-Firm Component and Tag All Non-Firm Component Specific Changes while Mr. Davis was participating in the meeting.  

The comments associated to the Requirements for Establishing Generator Priorities section was addressed when Mr. Mallinger joined the call, after Mr. Davis had to leave the call.  Requirement 1 was modified and a footnote was added to the document.  Mr. Pritchard requested based on the revised language a new requirement be added to the tag all non-firm which stated “Transmission Service Providers electing to use the Tag All Non-Firm Component will not be required to submit Generator Priority Schedules.”  There was no objection to requirement.  The subcommittee during the course of the discussion created a new Parking Lot Item (Number 27) to discuss how the IDC would process generator priority schedules for the same generator from two Transmission Service Providers if the data is different.  See Parking Lot - Revised 10/31/11.  Mr. Saini will review the changes with Mr. Davis to determine if his comments have been fully addressed.
5. Open Parking Lot Items
Parking Lot Item 4 – Second Question 

Mr. Saini indicated the question “Further, is this concern sufficiently addressed by the NERC MOD Standards?” had been addressed.  The group held discussion indicating that there was understanding that the MOD standards required calculations to be made, but placed no restriction on the granting of transmission service. The subcommittee discussed whether “honoring neighbors’ constraints” meant that if one neighbor’s AFC were zero, then the other neighbor would be precluded from selling transmission service on its own system. The status on this Parking Lot Item was changed to “Closed” with the following explanation “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.).” Mr. Saini suggested that if people had additional issues that were beyond the scope of the question new items could be added to the Parking Lot.  No new items were suggested.
Parking Lot Item 7 – Additional Questions
The subcommittee reviewed the additional questions that were developed from the September meeting that were added during the discussion of Parking Lot Item 7 and established pending resolutions.  These pending resolutions will be discussed during the November 8-9, 2011, meeting.
· 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 possibility 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 8-9, 2011 meeting.

6. Agenda Items Not Discussed
Due to time constraints the following agenda items were not discussed.  They will be carried forward to the November 8-9, 2011, meeting.

· Parking Lot Item 19

· Parking Lot Item 26

· Unilateral Agreement Reciprocity Discussion
· Document from Action Item 54 Sub-team
The following item will be addressed at a future meeting

· Review / Finalize Permanent Solution White Paper
7. Next Steps/Future Meetings

Mr. Saini led the discussion on the PFV Permanent Solution Schedule.  The schedule had the subcommittee completing the White Paper prior to the November 8-9, 2011, meeting.  Based on the current status the White Paper will not be completed before the December 14-15, 2011, meeting.  Members of the subcommittee suggested that it will take two meetings to develop a recommendation that can be posted for informal comments, the recommendation should be posted for a 30-day informal comment period and then another three meetings would likely be needed for the subcommittee to finalize the recommendation before it could be posted for formal comments.  Updates were made to the PFV Permanent Solution Schedule - Revised 10/31/11 to reflect the changes to the timeline.  The co-chairs will inform the WEQ Executive Committee leadership of the change to the timeline.       
8. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:42 pm Central on October 31, 2011.
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