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Final Minutes
1. Administrative

Ms. Weathers called the meeting to order and welcomed the meeting participants.  Ms. Kennedy gave the antitrust advice.  Mr. Pritchard moved, seconded by Ms. Franz, to adopt the agenda as drafted.  The motion passed unanimously.
2. Review and Discussion of Request No. R05019 – Modify OASIS standards and S&CP to clearly document the procedures used to implement the displacement/interruption terms of the Pro Forma tariff
Ms. Weathers presented a work paper she drafted for Request No. R05019 that includes a list of issues that should be addressed before the subcommittee can move forward with drafting standards to address the request (http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_oasis101805fm.doc).  The subcommittee began reviewing the questions to establish the framework for the standards drafted to address R05019.
Question 1:  What are the requirements for a competing request?  Must it be…?

a. Equal or greater MW

b. Same POR/POD?

c. Pre-confirmed?
Ms. Weathers stated that Salt River Project does not require a competing request to have the same Point of Receipt (POR) and Point of Delivery (POD).  Mr. Bissonette stated that the definition of a competing request should state that when the request results in a physical conflict it could have a different POR and POD, otherwise the POR and POD would have to be the same.  Mr. Bissonette stated that the standard would need to address the instance when requests compete for the same capacity.
The subcommittee discussed the difference between competing requests and matching requests.  Ms. Weathers stated that matching requests are used to implement competing requests.  Mr. Pritchard noted that in the event the system is constrained, competing requests of equal duration would be prioritized.  Mr. Bissonette noted that competing requests with reversed POR and POD will also compete for the same capacity.

Mr. Pritchard stated that the draft standards should address requests that compete for constrained interface or the same capacity and not the same POR and POD.  Ms. Rehman stated that the Available Transmission Capacity (ATC) or Available Flow gate Capacity (AFC) posted for that flow gate would be decreased by the first request.  When the next request is submitted, it depends on how the flow gate is defined how the ATC is allocated among the facilities in the flow gate how the second request will be treated.  Additional granularity is needed to track AFC at a large flow gate.

Mr. Bissonette stated that based on the discussion, the general definition of a competing request would be that the request has the same POR and POD and cannot be accommodated by the system with the reservations already in place without displacing another request.  Mr. Pritchard stated that was a good starting point.  Mr. Pritchard added that a competing request cannot be accommodated without taking additional action.  
Ms. Weathers stated she would craft language to define a competing request based on the discussion for review at the next meeting.
Next, the subcommittee discussed whether the competing request would have to be pre-confirmed.  Ms. Rehman stated that use of the term “reservation” assumes that the request has been confirmed.

Mr. Pritchard stated that Order 638 states that the right of first of first refusal is given only when a reservation has been made, and a reservation has been made when a customer confirms acceptance.  As with non-firm service a reservation is made when the customer confirms acceptance.

Mr. Harshbarger stated that he processes requests in the order received and gives customers an opportunity to respond to acceptance before moving on to the next request.
Ms. Franz stated that the request must be pre-confirmed in order to be considered a competing request.  Mr. Pritchard added that if the request is not pre-confirmed, it would be refused for insufficient capacity.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that he would not refuse for insufficient capacity, but would inform the original requestor that there is a competing request to given an opportunity to the customer to choose to match the competing request.
The subcommittee agreed that a competing request for firm capacity must be pre-confirmed.

Next, the subcommittee discussed whether the competing request would have to be equal or greater megawatts (mws).  Mr. Pritchard stated that he sees a request as a competing request in any instance that the request is for longer term duration.  Mr. Wood stated that in order for there to be a competing request, it would have to be for a longer duration.  Ms. Weathers stated that the request would not be required to have the same mws as long as the request could partially displace the first request.  Ms. Rehman noted that Order 638 does not address the amount of mws.
Question 2:  What are the requirements for a MATCHING request? Must it be…?

a. Pre-confirmed? 

b. Full MW and same exact profile?

c. Exact same length as the competing request or can it be longer?
Mr. Pritchard stated that a matching request would have to be pre-confirmed.  Mr. Wood agreed.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that the Standards & Communication Protocols (S&CPs) require that for firm capacity, a matching request meet or exceed the mws of the original request, including the price.
After further discussion, the subcommittee agreed on the answers to the questions posed in Question 2.   A matching request must be pre-confirmed, for the full mws or greater and for the matching price or greater, and the length has to be equal or greater than the competing request.  It was noted that there is only general consensus on Question 2 c and that there will be additional discussion on this issue in future meetings.
Question 3:  How is length defined?  For example, can a Weekly displace 7 consecutive dailies for the same MW and Path?

Ms. Rehman noted that BPA does not allow a daily to go up to seven days, only six.  Weekly is defined as seven days.  Mr. Wood noted that a weekly request has priority over a daily request.
After further discussion, the subcommittee agreed that for Question 3, a Weekly can displace seven consecutive dailies for the same mws and path.
3. Other Business
No Other Business was discussed.
4. Future Meetings

The OASIS Task Force will meet via conference call on May 15, 2006 from 11 AM to 1 PM Central.  During this call, the OASIS Task Force will continue discussing the issues list for R05019.
5. Action Items

· Ms. Weathers will update the R05019 issues list to reflect the discussion and consensus during this conference call.
6. Attendees

	Name
	Organization

	Victor Bissonette
	Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Resources

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound Energy

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara Rehman
	Bonneville Power Administration

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
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