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WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

Business Practices Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by NAESB, Houston TX
December 1, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central

December 2, 2010 – 8:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

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.  During the review of the draft agenda, several discussion items were added under Agenda Item 2, as captured on the Agenda - as revised during the meeting document. The motion to adopt the revised agenda passed without opposition.  
2. Joint Session with IDC Working Group
· IDC Working Group Update on Generation To Load / Parallel Flow Visualization
Mr. Busbin provided an update covering GTL calculation testing, GTL data submission, and the overall status of IDC Change Order 283. Throughout this high-level review, he made reference to the IDCWG Update - WEQ BPS 12/01/2010 document he had prepared for the meeting. 
Mr. Mitchell summarized the IDC Overview 12/01/2010 document describing the most recent data submission participation. The group discussed the available mechanisms to incorporate remaining industry participants in the field test. Certain reasons were provided as to why certain entities had not yet begun to participate. In response to a question, Mr. Busbin responded that an ORS statement was the sole communication that had issued; no criteria for exemption had been established. An extended conversation was held relating to how the required information should be requested of affected entities; among the mechanisms discussed were a data submission request from NERC and a request from RCs to their affected BAs. Mr. Mallinger observed that some RCs may be unaware of the status of the implementation; he suggested going to them to ask for input as how to best supply the needed data. Mr. Busbin offered to take the idea to the subsequent ORS meeting. He stated he would ask whether everyone should be submitting data, and, if not, what bases for exemption might be used. 
Mr. Busbin stated that the test software was still housed on developmental hardware, adding that, once more data became available, a shift to the production hardware would occur. He noted that this would not affect current curtailment processes, but would operate in a parallel test mode. In response to a question, Mr. Busbin stated that a default of firm would be used until required data was submitted under the Interim Solution. Concerns over data reliability were discussed. Mr. Busbin noted that the reason for the test software running on production hardware approach was the desire to avoid performance issues with the current production system. Numerous questions for further research were entered onto the BPS action items (2010.12.02) work paper. 
· TLR 5B issue

Mr. Busbin stated that in the current hour, when making firm curtailments, no reallocation occurs, only cuts. He noted that an issue arises in the second hour, when an entity is still holding firm transactions. He asked whether RCs wanted reallocation take place such that firm transactions were allowed to start in the second hour. In response to a question, he noted that firm starting the next hour would not ever start, but the question was the holdover firm from the previous hour. Mr. Busbin undertook to submit a request to NAESB concerning this question. 
· Posting of TLR Events on OASIS

The group discussed WEQ 002-4.3.4.2 dealing with OASIS postings. The IDCWG attendees offered to help develop this functionality. Discussion was held whether each RC should be responsible for their own implementation, or whether the process should be automated across the board. Reference was made to the OATT indicating that posting and availability of schedule and curtailment information on OASIS shall be in accordance with FERC policy.  The question was left open for future discussion. 
· Review NERC Calendar of Events and BPS Calendar

Mr. Kezele stated that CO 283 had been accepted on November 1 as having been implemented. He brought CO 312 (adding trans. Service priority to the next hour deal) to the subcommittee’s attention.  The group discussed future ORS meeting topics. 
· NAESB Business Practices Subcommittee Update on Parallel Flow Visualization

Mr. Skiba provided a summary of the Interim Solution for the benefit of the IDCWG members in attendance. 
· First to Curtail/Last to Curtail

The group reviewed the First to Curtail - Last to Curtail Examples presentation; during this review, certain modifications were suggested, as captured on the First to Curtail - Last to Curtail Examples Revised Per BPS Input work paper. 
The group discussed what was meant by a seams agreement. There was a lack of consensus as to how the information that may be contained within such an agreement varied from certain existing NERC requirements. The group agreed that what was meant by seams agreement was crucial and needed more investigation since it was the mechanism that decided the category of firmness. 
Mr. Pera noted that a significant issue would arise if this approach were implemented, since a Transmission Customer could no longer control what service they purchased. He emphasized that a Transmission Customer should not have to learn over time which firm was actually firm. 
· Two-Tier Firm Curtailments

Mr. Culliton provided a brief summary of informal communications he had held with members of FERC staff. He made reference to the Emails Exchange with J. Culliton document. The group discussed the fact that the methodology was incompletely expressed on paper; Messrs. Busbin, Skiba, Mallinger, Muller, and Sanders agreed to help develop a draft paper that fully described the two-tiered proposal, including the essential components of a seams agreement.
· Flowgate Allocation Examples

Mr. Mallinger provided a presentation of the New Flowgate Allocation Example 1201-0210 document. He reviewed each slide in detail and answered questions as they arose. In particular, he explained that the two-tiered methodology would be used twice under this option, both in a seams agreement/no seams agreement context, and in a shortfall between estimated/actual flows context. He noted that one advantage of this approach over the Generator Prioritization option was that under Flowgate Allocation, the amount of firm transmission capacity could be capped. 
· Communication Plan for Requesting BAs Provide Data

The group resumed discussion regarding how BAs knew that they needed to submit data (see above). Mr. Kezele suggested an available mechanism was the Section 1600 data request emanating from NERC. Discussion was also held as to whether BAs or RCs were better positioned to submit the data. Mr. Kezele expressed a preference for having the RCs submit the data to the IDC; Mr. Skiba noted that the burden fell to the BAs in the NAESB standards.  The consensus was that one or the other should be responsible, but not both. Discussion was also held concerning whether the ORS should make a formal request for the data to be submitted. 

The group decided that the BPS should first identify what information was needed, before asking NERC for assistance in communicating the request. 

· New item: Process for Conducting the Evaluation

The group discussed what data it wanted to evaluate in the test environment. Some attendees questioned the value of the data that would be generated during the testing of the Interim Solution. Messrs. Sanders and Bressers volunteered to draft a proposal for the subcommittee’s review during its next meeting. 
· Support Available During Testing Period

This agenda item was not discussed.
· Data Available to the WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee for Analysis

This agenda item was previously discussed.
3. Comments/Questions on Overview of Generation Deliverability in the PJM, NYISO, Midwest ISO, and SPP Markets Document

Mr. Colby presented the ISO-RTO Planning Gen Prior document and led the subcommittee through a review of its contents. After he opened the floor to comments, Mr. Pritchard made reference to issues listed on the Email from A. Pritchard, Duke Energy document. The group discussed the methods used by markets in the Eastern Interconnection to study capacity resources and the differences between this process and the DNR application process. The existing capacity market process for firm allocations was set forth. The differences between planning and real-time environments were also explored. 
Mr. Colby took an action item to research what would happen if a specific unit had met the capacity and deliverability studies, but was not picked up in the auction; specifically, he undertook to research whether that portion of the unit remained firm. The group discussed the overall goal of having a match-up between tariff and real-time processes. 
4. Review/Update Hybrid Option for Permanent Solution
Mr. Pritchard opened the Email from A. Pritchard, Duke Energy and summarized its contents related to this agenda item. During the course of the subcommittee’s review, modifications and comments were captured on the BPS Annotated Email from Alan Pritchard work paper. The group conducted a review of the Merged Option (including comments from NRG) and (Merged Tag All Non-Firm Generator Prioritization Detail - A. Pritchard comments)  documents. Numerous modifications and comments were captured on the Merged Tag All Non-Firm Generator Prioritization Detail - Revised 12/02/10 incorporating the subcommittee’s treatment of issues raised by the previous submitted documents. 
After extended discussion, the group recognized the tag all option had been previously discarded because it offered no greater benefit than the tag all non-firm option. There was recognition that, for energy markets, the tag all option would have eliminated the issues of double-counting and the use of two methodologies in the same BA. The fact that intra-BA firm tags could exist for billing purposes was raised. Mr. Bressers undertook to research this issue with Mr. Muller. The subcommittee continued its comment-by-comment review, responding on the work paper itself while eliminating comments as they were addressed. 
Discussion was held regarding grandfathering and the group recognized  that after April 1, 2011, only an aggregate MW value of the grandfathered contracts would be visible on OASIS. 
5. Decision  to Continue with Hybrid Option
The group decided to pursue a hybrid approach since the independent options would not have achieved consensus. 
6. Next Steps/Future Meetings

The group discussed assignments and planned for its next meeting. Mr. Skiba opened the BPS action items (2010.12.02) work paper and confirmed assignments that had been generated during the meeting. 
7. Adjourn 
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:08pm Central.  
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	Mat-Amin
	WECC

	Keith
	Mitchell
	MISO

	Nelson
	Muller
	OATI

	Emilie
	Nelson
	NYISO

	Kevin
	Pera
	Xcel Energy

	Alan 
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Andy
	Rodriquez
	NERC

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Steve
	Sanders
	WAPA

	Ed
	Skiba
	Midwest ISO

	Benjimin
	Taylor
	TVA

	Raja
	Thappetaobula
	MISO

	Alan
	Watson
	IESO

	Paul
	Wattles
	ERCOT

	Art
	Wolfe
	PJM


WEQ BPS Meeting - Final Minutes – December 1-2, 2010
Page 1

