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BPS Meeting

January 20, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative

Mr. Skiba and Mr. Busbin welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Mr. Culliton provided the antitrust guidance. The participants introduced themselves in person and over the phone.  Mr. Green moved to approve the agenda as drafted; the motion passed without opposition. The participants made certain minor changes for consistency and clarity to the draft minutes from October 21, 2009 before Mr. Busbin moved that the amended minutes be adopted as final; the motion carried unanimously. Such minor corrections were also made to the minutes from November 16, 2009 before Mr. Mallinger moved that the amended minutes be adopted as final; the motion passed without opposition. Participants next reviewed the meeting minutes from December 8, 2009 using Mr. Sanders’ corrected version of the minutes as their point of reference. Upon an unopposed motion by Mr. Green, the group adopted these amended minutes as final. 
2. Update on Joint WEQ BPS and WGQ BPS Meetings (WEQ-011 Recommendation)
Mr. Skiba provided an update on coordination efforts with the WGQ, highlighting the suggested recommendations to change the definitions of Power Plant Gas Coordinator, Power Plant Gas Coordinator Facility, and Transportation Service Provider. He stated that the WGQ had not yet submitted certain other recommendations, although they were to have done so in September 2009. He expressed regret that timely submission at the February WEQ EC meeting was rendered impossible by this delay.
3. WEQ 2010 Annual Plan Item 1.a (Parallel Flow Visualization/Mitigation for Reliability Coordinators in the Eastern Interconnection)

· Update on IDC Working Group Effort
Mr. Busbin provided this update. He noted at the outset that changes had been made that resulted in revision 3 to IDC change order 283. He then set forth the proposed timeline for this effort.

Because of an early start, the task of finalizing the functional specifications has been largely completed. He stated that OATI hoped to distribute the finalized functional specifications shortly for industry review. He stated that three teams had been established: 1) IT (responsible for data transport from the BA/RC to the IDC); 2) Graphical User Interface (responsible for user interface controls); and, 3) Applications (responsible for ensuring the accuracy of calculations). He added that the teams were to be populated at the upcoming San Mateo meeting. In addition, the XSD (effectively a template format for transport) was expected to be in place by March 2010. 

Mr. Green asked whether the “first entity” had been chosen to operate under the new system. Mr. Busbin replied that he believed that the first to be ready would likely be one of the organized markets from among SPP, Midwest ISO, or PJM. This readiness would be dependent on functionality on the IDC side. He added that it was not necessary to have a single entity, as multiple entities could participate simultaneously. He continued the timeline discussion by sharing that by July 26, 2010 all entities should be submitting data; by August 23, 2010, all data submitted should be accurate. He finished by indicating November 1, 2010 as the anticipated start date when the ORS will begin parallel operations lasting 12-18 months.   He asked for questions.

Mr. Skiba asked the extent to which NAESB needs to have requirements or buckets identified by March 2010. Mr. Busbin replied that the placeholders are in place and that NAESB efforts may work in parallel to establish a default priority. Mr. Skiba followed by asking whether BA/RC will have to rework what they are uploading if NAESB has not defined the priority buckets prior to the first entity submitting data. Mr. Busbin replied no, since the schema can accept prioritized data, and non-prioritized data will be firm by default. Mr. Skiba asked whether new data would be required. Mr. Busbin replied that there will indeed be new data required for the prioritization of generation flows uploaded to the IDC. The question was posed how entities can upload firm and non-firm. The reply was to simply upload as firm, since in the absence of a prioritization method it would be firm. The IDC currently receives this generator input data and, lacking priority information to the contrary, characterizes it as firm. 
Mr. Sanders asked whether markets can stop doing allocations on market data. Mr. Busbin replied that, from the IDC perspective, this would be acceptable provided that placeholders are in place since the retooling will take place on the source side. Mr. Sanders asked about whether FERC may nonetheless require the retention of market allocations. Mr. Busbin answered that nothing in production will be changed; prioritization of raw data will not be calculated within the markets. He added that OATI will operate alongside in non-market areas for generation-to-load (GTL) data. 

Mr. Sanders asked whether the new tool treated all entities similarly at the BA level. Mr. Skiba asked whether NAESB standards should be made flexible enough to accommodate individual BA/RC differences. Mr. Busbin understood that BPS had been given the “program flexibility” to make this decision. 
Mr. Sanders asked whether the new tool could be designed to accommodate two scenarios: 1) generation priority (to identify firm/non-firm transmission rights); and, 2) market allocations (to identify priority limits). Mr. Busbin answered that if participants wanted this ability, then, yes, it could be so designed. The group discussed that the final decision may reside at FERC.
Mr. Skiba asked whether the plan was to go to FERC with NAESB-ratified standards before or after completion of the 12-18 month testing period. Mr. Skiba stated that the recommended standard will come out through the full NAESB process. If the standards have to be in place by the completion of the parallel operations, then they will need to be developed a year before the ORS  needs to use the new tool. If this is the case, the BPS will need to post its standards recommendation for formal comment by July 2010.

Mr. Skiba asked whether the decision regarding which information was to go in each bucket was also expected by July to satisfy the IDC timeline of all entities submitting data. Mr. Green expressed his understanding that priorities are needed from the BPS for the test period in order to develop additional information about costs/benefits that would contribute to a potential debate at FERC.
Mr. Sanders expressed his preference that the contemplated tool not preclude certain inputs; essentially, that it be designed to accept two sets of data submittals. Mr. Mallinger stated that a single methodology had already been agreed-upon by motion. He added that if FERC requires market allocations, then that capability can be designed, but that will not be known until June 2011 at the earliest. He stated that it would not require much effort to go back and fix the tool. Mr. Busbin stated that the assumption should be that the tool can always be changed to reflect a policy change; he added that tools do not drive policy. Mr. Sanders asked whether participants should directly address generation values versus allocation values scenarios; he added that he wanted to ensure that the tool be designed with enough flexibility to accommodate either situation. Mr. Busbin replied that the tool is being designed with such flexibility as a goal. 

Mr. Sanders asked whether communication with OATI was needed so that OATI will know what basis to use in creating its templates. Mr. Skiba replied that it was his understanding that markets would continue doing market allocations in the production environment for the testing period. 
Mr. DeSocio asked whether the term market in this context included NYISO. Mr. Sanders stated that he was referring to those using the same congestion management techniques as SPP/Midwest ISO/PJM; not all markets. He expressed concern with potential equity impacts to a non-market on a seam; he added that data from a parallel test could help address this unknown. He added that he had envisioned that generation priority be used by entities during the test and that BPS come up with firm/non-firm classifications. 
Mr. Advena stated that the distinction is not market versus non-market; rather, it is markets subject to a congestion agreement versus those who are not. Mr. Skiba asked whether the group was moving towards a common methodology for the testing period with the knowledge that Midwest ISO/SPP/PJM will continue to provide allocations in the production environment during the testing period. Mr. Sanders asked whether the new IDC should have firm/non-firm generation priorities in place before testing begins. He referenced a prior meeting where participants had discussed whether firm units can be explicitly defined. 
Mr. Mallinger stated DNR/OASIS postings were now understood to provide inadequate information to identify firm units.Mr. Busbin stated that the DNR method was not all bad, since some firm generation could be identified in this way; he added that it may prove useful if a patchwork identification methodology was required. Mr. Mallinger stated that DNRs would not be effective as the sole identifier. The group agreed that, due to situations such as a slice of system transaction, DNR do not match up perfectly enough to reliably identify firm generation. Mr. Pritchard stated that a sytem operator is not likely to know that a generator in his BA is declared as a DNR in another BA.. 
The group began drafting a work paper containing a list of firm and non-firm scenarios not already subject to curtailment though the IDC. This list was developed as the meeting progressed. 
Participants turned to TVA comments on page 4 of the parallel flow visualization assignments document. Attention was called to the “shared flowgates” wording. Mr. Pritchard asked if it might refer to a joint congestion arrangement between PJM and TVA. Mr. Advena suggested that it might refer to reciprocal coordinated flowgates. 

Mr. Busbin asked whether retesting was in addition to a deliverability study. Mr. DeSocio answered that the deliverability test is broader, but that to the extent that there is continual redispatching within a BA, the BA could substitute it as a more reliable test. Mr. Busbin asked whether there existed a difference between a planning study and an operating planning study. Mr. DeSocio answered that there was. 

Mr. Green asked a timing question. In the situation where a PJM flowgate is overloaded and calls a TLR that places an obligation on NYISO (which could choose to redispatch), if requested through redispatch service would this resource not be subject to curtailment through the IDC? Mr. DeSocio answered that he could create a pseudo-constraint to cause a shift without having to do a TLR. He added that it is deliverable to the extent that it can be redispatched, making it firm. Mr. Advena observed that if an independent power producer is asked to back-off due to constraint, its generation is not made firm or suddenly a DNR. 
Mr. DeSocio explained that he is concerned that redispatch does not seem to be accounted for in the firm/non-firm categorization discussion when ensuring that all generation remains deliverable to native load. He noted that NYISO has not needed DNRs for 30+ years. He is wondering how to proceed, since the pro forma FERC language is not in his FERC tariff. Mr. Advena stated that wind farms only have to build out for their allocated capacity, not all their energy. 
Mr. DeSocio asked if, in a perfect post-project world where information is reliable to the flowgate level, the cutting of specific generation and the ramping up of others is contemplated. Mr. Mallinger made the observation that wind farms currently get curtailed solely based on curtailment foreseen in the initial interconnection studies contained in the original operating guides. The question was asked whether this situation compares to conditional firm. The reply was made that if a foreseen contingency event occurs, wind farm firm becomes non-firm. The question was asked whether this differed from redispatch: since GTL impacts exist, does the relief obligation rest on the BA? The answer was affirmative: a decision to cut could be made, but so could the decision to redispatch (it would be an economic decision). This existing option has been formalized into the IDC. Mr. Mallinger noted that at Midwest ISO the decision whether or not to redispatch is undertaken on a least-cost basis. 
Mr. Advena asked, in considering neighboring market redispatch, whether an expanded version of this principle (redispatch on a least-cost basis). He noted that there is an issue where TLR areas and non-market neighbors need to participate in the relief of a constraint (in the absence of a market to market agreement). Mr. Busbin observed that a way to make the other party whole does not currently exist. 
Mr. DeSocio asked (in reference to a question regarding redispatch) if, assuming a generator is backed down on an economic basis, coal can be transformed from firm one day to non-firm the next. Mr. Advena suggested using a planning perspective wherein peak load plus some margin is all that is needed; he contemplates selecting DNRs in this manner. Mr. DeSocio referenced the capacity market in NYISO where the day-ahead market sets up the reliability for the next day, not the capacity market. Mr. Advena stated that these are secondary market everywhere else. Mr. Pritchard noted that the current discussion is restricted to organized markets. He asked whether the firmness of transmission or generation was under discussion. Mr. Advena reiterated his view that qualifying and planning for sufficient generation to meet peak load plus some margin was preferable. 

Mr. Pritchard observed that when a slice of system is undesignated (as opposed to specific units), a network customer would only see “Duke System Generation,” not a specific generator. He noted that an off-system sale will be a DNR and tagged somewhere. Mr. Busbin asked how this situation might be identified or ascribed, stating a desire to avoid multiple headings; rather he preferred a description of a unique priority with a one-to-one match up with a generator to avoid double counting.
Mr. Pritchard made the observation that no mechanism exists requiring DNRs to be described to a unit level even for generation; that in establishing the DNR, there is no way to correlate a unit-specific mechanism or any naming convention that makes it coincide with the parallel flow visualization treatment of that unit. Mr. Advena suggested the following approach: 1) subtract out the tags; 2) reduce the remaining generation bucket to account for exports; 3) identify unit-specific DNRs/ non-DNRs. 

Mr. Pritchard served a reminder of the need to tie the DNR mechanism in the contract sense to the reporting system. He asked how a hypothetical 1000 MW remainder can be divided into DNR/non-DNR. Mr. Advena stated that he cuts that remainder proportionally. Mr. Busbin suggested the need for some sort of “merit order” to proportionally reduce this remainder; i.e. some methodology. Mr. Advena agreed that a consistent methodology was desirable. 
4. Plan for upcoming meetings
The group set its upcoming meeting schedule, available on the NAESB website. 
5. Adjourn
Mr. Busbin moved to adjourn the meeting; none were opposed. 
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