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WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Open Access Technology International, Inc. (OATI) in Minneapolis, MN
November 10, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central

November 11, 2010 – 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome

Messrs. Busbin and Skiba welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance and attendees introduced themselves in person and over the phone.  During a review of the agenda, the group agreed to delay the meeting start time on the second day to 9:00am Central. Upon a motion by Mr. Pritchard, seconded by Mr. Mallinger, the revised agenda was unanimously adopted.
The group made minor corrections to the March 17-18, 2010 draft minutes before unanimously agreeing to accept them as final. Attendees also unanimously approved the April 1, 2010 minutes after modifications were made. 
2. Status on Parallel Flow Visualization Interim Solution
The subcommittee was informed that the WEQ Executive Committee’s quarterly meeting heard discussion of this project almost exclusively. There had been a motion to approve the recommendation from the WEQ BPS incorporating all associated BPS comments, but excluding the sunset date. The BPS was informed that the recommendation had not yet passed during the meeting, but had garnered the requisite votes during a notational ballot period. The group was informed that the recommendation was currently out for a membership ratification period ending December 5, 2010.  In response to a question, the group was informed that the recommendation had been discussed and voted upon at the WEQ Executive Committee with the understanding that the Managing Committee would ask that filing with the Commission be delayed.  

3. Executive Committee Update

The subcommittee received an update concerning the WEQ 2011 Annual Plan items that will be voted upon by the Board in December. Extensive discussion was held regarding the fact that NAESB has no mechanism for dealing with trials or tests. The subcommittee was informed that the Chairman of the Board was aware of this issue as it related to the WEQ BPS efforts. The group was informed that a degree of uncertainty existed as to whether the Parliamentary Committee would take action. There was discussion that the issue was not an isolated one, as it had happened several times in the past and would come up again, as with the time error correction project.
4. IDC Working Group Update

Mr. Busbin provided an update making reference to his IDCWG Update BPS - 11/10/10 document prepared prior to the meeting. In response to a question, he stated that mid-December was the targeted date for full load submission and participation.

Mr. Mallinger asked whether certain confidentiality of data issues had been addressed. Mr. Busbin replied that RCs would see other RCs data and BAs would be able to see their own data. Mr. Erhardt asked whether the data submissions were complete, and, if not, whether there had been follow-through on an informational distribution to affected BAs. Discussion ensued of the proper means to distribute this information. Mr. Busbin took note that the IDCWG would put together a message containing required information needed relating to the submission of priority data. In terms of the best way to communicate the information, subcommittee members undertook to approach both NERC and NAESB for advice

Mr. Pritchard asked whether an analysis phase was planned. Mr. Busbin stated that this would become possible once the project was moved from developmental hardware. Attendees discussed the possible form or content of a process to evaluate and/or share the results. The participants noted that certifying who was authorized to see the data was a significant obstacle. 

Mr. Muller stated that whether the data was correct, whether the software was bad, or whether the software worked but the results were unsatisfactory were three separate issues. Mr. Busbin observed that once the data was being submitted as required, the ORS would likely move to develop an evaluation methodology. 

Mr. Pritchard expressed concerns relating to the FERC NOI and how the identification firm and non-firm service would be expressed in the test environment, as opposed to the production environment. He inquired as to the status of IDC Change Order 310. Mr. Busbin replied that it had been approved for development by the ORS, then approved by the IDC, although it would not be funded until 2011. He added that at its last meeting, the ORS had voted to put the project on hold until their subsequent meeting. Mr. Mallinger stated that he had asked that CO 310 be delayed so as not to shade the discussions at the BPS about a permanent solution because it would be able to be put into production immediately. In response to a question, he stated that it could be used for both tag all non-firm secondary as well as intra-BA PTP. After an extended conversation, Mr. Skiba summarized that the functionality within CO 310 was needed for all options, but more needed for one option. 
Discussion was held about the development of metrics to measure test results. Mr. Pritchard stated that getting efficient relief as needed was a different question than getting efficient relief from the appropriate parties. Mr. Green expressed concerns over the scope of the project, observing that using static data versus real-time data was his understanding of the inquiry, whereas a wholesale renovation of the TLR process was a different endeavor with different goals. The group agreed to close discussion over this topic. 
5. Review Responses from Work Groups

The subcommittee began review of the Issues response for Tag All NF (edited by BPS) document. During the course of the review, comments and modifications were captured on the Option Tag All Non-firm Response(Revised 2010.11.10) work paper. 

Regarding #11, extended discussion was held regarding the fact that deliverability studies do not account for 24-hour flows, in particular relating to low-load scenarios. Discussion was also held regarding fact that there was not a cap on firm service sales and that a generator could have having firm to one POD and non-firm to other POD. Mr. Pritchard stated that a mechanism existed through the tag validation process in his context. Mr. Bressers noted that a market calling all internal flows firm based on deliverability studies posed a significant issue worthy of exploration. Mr. Pritchard stated that the Commission had not yet permitted non-markets to put a limit on the capacity declared to be a DNR by a Transmission Customer. Notes were added concerning the firmness to the BA versus the firmness to an LSE. 
The subcommittee reviewed the Option Generator Prioritization (Response) document. During the course of the review, changes were made and comments added to the Option Generator Prioritization Response (Revised 2010.11.10) work paper. In response to a preliminary question about why the three options were not considered in some combined fashion, Mr. Mallinger replied that the methodologies were being considered independently to prevent a gaming incentive because different answers could result under the different methodologies.
Mr. Pritchard asked for clarification about what was meant by the bilateral agreement as referenced on the work paper. Questions were asked about how the IDC would process the contents of these agreements if they were varied. Discussion was held whether two levels of firm and two levels of non-firm were under consideration.  Mr. Mallinger says if this final bullet was not acceptable, then all three options could stay on the table. Discussion was held regarding the degree of granularity available to the methodology in contrast to the granularity under a tagging methodology if CO 310 were made active. Concerns were expressed that the sink granularity would differ significantly. 

The subcommittee reviewed the Option Flowgate Allocation Issues (Response) document. During the course of the review, changes were made and comments added to the Option Flowgate Allocation Response(Revised 2010.11.10) work paper. 

In response to a question, Mr. Mallinger replied that non-firm transmission priority would not be established on a generator basis, adding that this would permit economic redispatch.  Discussion was held whether the Commission would approve a two-tier firm curtailment approach; the group noted that no directives seemed to prevent the structure.  Mr. Bressers stated that the methodology would still be viable without the two-tiered idea; Mr. Green asked for and received confirmation that the methodology without two-tiers was in effect identical to the current allocation being used in certain areas. Discussion was held as to whether the two-tiers would permit a Transmission Customer to purchase firm without existing guarantees as to the treatment of that service in a curtailment context. In response to a question, Mr. Mallinger replied that the bilateral agreements would not be entered into by LSEs, but rather would be entered into by neighboring Transmission Providers and be imputed down to the LSEs in their control areas. 
Mr. Muller provided a presentation of the New Flowgate Allocation Example document. The group asked questions and Mr. Muller provided clarification relating to the charts and tables displaying hypothetical calculations. The group thanked him for his effort in clarifying the mechanism underlying a flowgate allocation. 
The group discussed whether it appeared possible that certain issues be removed from consideration. Recognition was achieved that the two-tiered approach was not necessary for tagging. There was uncertainty whether removing this from the other methodologies was possible without a major reconsideration of each approach. 

In discussing the role of seams agreements in the two-tiered idea, there was considerable discussion of whether the negotiating decision of whether to enter into a seams agreement would be a game. Discussion was held whether the Commission would be open to the two-tier methodology. Differing opinions were expressed whether conditional firm provided any type of barometer. 
Mr. Skiba asked whether any options were ripe for elimination. Mr. Sanders expressed appreciation for the logic of having two tiers, but added that a considerable number of unexplored issues accompanied the idea. Among other issues, he cited scheduling impacts and timing; he continued that he was not prepared to commit to eliminating any approach.  Mr. Mallinger stated that the markets would not be able to participate in a tag all non-firm approach. 

Discussion was held whether tag all non-firm and generator prioritization could be merged in a hybrid methodology that would be divided along market/non-market lines. The group decided to work on generator prioritization and tagging as a single option. 
6. Transmission Service Assigned to Generators in a BA

Mr. Pritchard opened the Transmission Service Assigned to Generators within a BA (email) document and summarized the context under which the email exchange arose. He noted in particular that he had been interested in procedures used in determining firm transmission service. After the contents of the communication were shared, the subcommittee discussed whether identifying common criteria for identifying transmission firmness was possible. 
7. ISO/RTO Planning and Generation Prioritization
Mr. Colby opened the ISO/RTO Planning and Generation Prioritization - V2 document. He summarized its contents, noting that its intent was to provide some insight as to how various capacity markets were structured. He noted that, in particular, the document intended to describe, at a very high level, market planning processes as relevant to generation deliverability to load using firm NITS or PTP service Attendees thanked him and noted that they would prepare any comments prior to the next meeting.

8. Next Steps/Future Meetings

The subcommittee set its schedule for the next meeting. November 30 was identified as an IDCWG meeting, December 1 was identified as a joint BPS/IDCWG meeting, and December 2 was identified as a BPS meeting. Mr. Busbin invited BPS participants to attend the IDCWG meeting as their schedules permitted. 

Discussion was held concerning adjusting future BPS meeting start times to better accommodate attendees from the Mountain and Pacific time zones.
9. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:00pm Central. 

10. Attendees

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Daryn
	Barker
	LG&E and KU Services

	Bert 
	Bressers
	SPP

	Ernie 
	Cardone
	NYISO

	Mike
	Colby
	PJM

	James 
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Blaine
	Erhardt
	Basin Electric

	Barry 
	Green
	Barry Green Consulting

	Alan
	Johnson
	NRG Energy

	Tom
	Mallinger
	Midwest ISO

	Pat 
	McGovern
	Georgia Transmission

	Nelson
	Muller
	OATI

	Alan 
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Don
	Reichenbach
	Duke Energy

	Steve
	Sanders
	WAPA

	Ed
	Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Wes
	Yeomans
	NYISO
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