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TO:
NAESB WEQ OASIS 1A Task Force, and Posting for Interested Parties
FROM:
Laura B. Kennedy, Meeting/Project Manager
RE:
WEQ ESS & ITS Oasis 1A Task Force Final Minutes – July 22, 2005
DATE:
July 26, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
OASIS 1A Task Force Conference Call
July 22, 2005
Final Minutes
1. Administrative

Ms. Weathers called the meeting to order and welcomed the meeting participants.  Ms. Kennedy gave the antitrust advice.  The draft agenda was adopted by consent.  It was the consensus of the group to postpone adoption of the minutes from the conference calls on April 15, 2005, April 22, 2005, and July 8, 2005.
2. Continue Discussion of OASIS 1A Enhancements
R0435:  Clarify OASIS 1A nomenclature and amend WEQ standard 4.19:
The committee reviewed the draft recommendation for Request R04035 submitted by Ms. Weathers that incorporated the responses by the committee during the last conference call.  The draft recommendation is posted on the NAESB web site at:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_oasis1a_072205w7.doc.  The committee continued to review the comments that were incorporated within this request that were not reviewed during the conference call on July 8, 2005.  The version of the recommendation that includes the modifications made during this call is posted as an attachment to the minutes titled “Attachment - Draft Recommendation R04035 as of 7/22/05” - http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_oasis1a_072205a1.doc.
First, the committee reviewed the comments submitted by Southern Company’s Bulk Power Operations (hereafter referred to Southern Company) on the Multiple Request Standards.  Comment number 1 from Southern Company stated that the restriction in Standard 8.3.2 imposes “an undue burden on the TP’s and the TC’s to approve and accept the rest of the queued reservations within only a 30 minute window.”

The committee reviewed the minutes and work papers where Standard 8.3.2 was discussed by the ESS and ITS and determined that this issue had been sufficiently covered when the Standard was drafted.  Ms. Rehman recalled that at the time this particular language was drafted, several alternatives were considered, and the thirty minute deadline was the result of a compromise.  (For additional information, see WEQ ESS/ITS minutes from July 28, 2004 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its072804fm.doc); the work paper posted for the meeting on July 28, 2004 titled “Recommendation on Multiple Submissions of Identical Transmission Requests/Queuing Issues posted at the following link:  http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its072804w10.doc; and the WEQ ESS/ITS minutes from September 29-30, 2004 (http://www.naesb.org/pdf/weq_ess_its092904fm.doc)).  However, the committee decided this issue should be reviewed by the WEQ ESS/ITS at its next meeting on August 31-September 1, 2005.  Ms. Weathers requested that Ms. Kennedy keep a list of items for discussion at the next ESS/ITS meeting.  Ms. Kennedy stated she would do so and would refer the items to the ESS/ITS chairs for inclusion on the August 31 – September 1 agenda.
Comment 2 from Southern Company stated that Standard 9.8.1 should be deleted because “…All tariff rate calculations are submitted by each Transmission Provider to FERC for approval and should not be addressed here.”  Ms. Weathers stated that not all Transmission Providers’ tariffs include these calculations and if a tariff does include them, the tariff language would prevail.  The committee drafted a response to this comment that states:  The tariff would always take precedent over this standard if the issue is addressed.  If not addressed in the tariff, Section 9.8.1 provides a standard for this rate calculation.

Comment 3 from Southern Company stated that Standard 10.1.5 should be reworded so that it would not be misinterpreted to mean that “Transmission Providers might have to offer additional service increments of Secondary Point-to-Point service.”  Southern Company proposed modifying the language of Standard 10.1.5 to state:  “…offered by the TP for Non-Firm Secondary Point-to-Point service.”  The committee agreed that the current language of Standard 10.1.5 is ambiguous and drafted modifications to the standard captured in Modification 7 of the recommendation.
Comment 4 from Southern Company stated that Standard 10.5.3 references a “release” mechanism that has not been developed and suggested a six month implementation time period for Standard 10.  Southern Company stated that “Some reasonable implementation period is necessary for an orderly transition which allows a Transmission Provider to remain in compliance with all applicable standards at any point in time.”  It was the consensus of the group that this issue should be discussed at the next ESS/ITS meeting.  Ms. Rehman noted the need to draft a report for submission to the FERC regarding the need for time to make technological changes to implement the standards.
Comment 5 from Southern Company stated that Section 10.5.3 should be clarified and redundant language should be deleted.  Southern Company proposed specific modifications to the language of Standard 10.5.3.  Based on these comments, the committee proposed modifications to Standard 10.5.3 as captured in Modification 8 of the recommendation.
Next, the committee reviewed the comments submitted by Southern Company on the Redirect Standards.  These comments were very similar to those submitted for the Multiple Request Standards.  The committee responded to each comment by stating:  “See responses to earlier comments.”

After reviewing the draft responses to the comments submitted by We Energies on the Redirect Standards, the committee agreed that the issues should be discussed with the larger group at the next ESS/ITS meeting.

The committee reviewed the comments submitted by Puget Sound Energy on the Redirects Standards.  The first comment referenced Standard 9.5.2 and stated that “The TC should not have to go in and remove all the Accepted requests if the capacity to redirect is depleted.  [The] TP’s OASIS should automatically supersede remaining requests.”  To address this comment, the committee proposed changing the word “shall” in the first sentence of Standard 9.5.2 to “should”.  This modification is captured in Modification 9 of the recommendation.
The next comment submitted by Puget Sound Energy referenced Standard 9.6.2 and stated that language should be added to state “…unless the TC submits a subsequent Redirect on a Firm Basis request.”  Ms. Weathers stated that Standard 9.6.2 relates to curtailments of Redirects only and does not address subsequent redirects.  Ms. Rehman agreed that Standard 9.6.2 was intended only to address curtailment reductions.  The committee drafted a response to this comment that states:  The intent of this standard is to not allow any reinstatement, automatic or otherwise.  9.6.2 is intended to only address curtailments and other capacity reductions.
Puget Sound Energy’s next comment requested clarification of the language in Standard 10.1.3.  Ms. Weathers stated that the standards do not address whether secondary service competes directly with non-firm service.  She added that the commenter was confusing curtailment issues with competing reservation issues.  After further investigation, Ms. Weathers noted that the language in Standard 10.1.3 contradicts Row 9 of Table 4-3 in Standard 4.16.  The committee agreed to also discuss this issue with the larger group at the next ESS/ITS meeting.
Puget Sound Energy asked the reason requests for Redirects on a Non-Firm basis must be submitted by the Transmission Customer as pre-confirmed as stated in Standard 10.1.6.  The response of the committee was to refer to the response to similar comments submitted by We Energies.  Ms. Weathers stated that the ESS/ITS should also discuss the reason Redirects must be pre-confirmed.
The next comment submitted by Puget Sound Energy referenced Standard 10.5 and stated that that the “OATT” states that the “TC shall retain all of their scheduling rights on the parent,” and that the current language limits the Transmission Customer.  Ms. Weathers stated that to make the change the standard would have to be completely rewritten.  Ms. Weathers and Ms. Rehman did not support making the proposed modifications.  The response from the committee stated:  The release mechanism was created to allow the customer flexibility.  This response was also inserted for Puget Sound Energy’s similar comment on Standard 10.5.3.
Puget Sound Energy proposed modifying Standard 10.5.2 so that the Transmission Customer would not have to remove all Accepted requests if the capacity to redirect is depleted and the Transmission Provider’s OASIS would automatically supersede remaining requests.  To address this comment, the committee proposed changing the word “shall” in the first sentence of Standard 10.5.2 to “should”.  This modification is captured in Modification 10 of the recommendation.

Puget Sound Energy also commented on Standards 10.8 and 10.8.5.  The comments stated that “If a TC can use E-tag to request a Redirect on a Non-firm Basis, then the TC should also have the ability “release” capacity via E-Tag by referencing the parent reservation.”  Ms. Rehman suggested that these issues also be discussed at the ESS/ITS at its next meeting for possible referral to the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG).
3. Other Business
No other business was discussed.
4. Future Meetings
The OASIS 1A Task Force scheduled its next conference call on August 2, 2005 from 12:00 pm to 3:00 pm Central.  The committee will review the draft of the recommendation for Request R05002 (Request to amend sections 9.5 and 10.5 of the OASIS 1A Redirect Standards), discuss “quantity language” for the recommendation for Request R04006D (Sale or Assignment of Transmission Service), and review the proposed modification of Standard 10.6 to address the comments of the FERC in NOPR RM05-5.  The OASIS 1A Task Force also scheduled a conference call on August 18, 2005 from 2:00 pm to 4:00 pm Central.
5. Adjournment
The meeting adjourned at 3:10 p.m. Central.

6. Action Items

· Several issues were identified to be discussed at the next ESS/ITS meeting.  Ms. Kennedy stated she would refer this list of items to the chairs of the ESS/ITS for inclusion on the agenda for the August 31 – September 1 meeting.
7. Attendees

	Name
	Organization

	Richard Bishop
	Pacificorp

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific

	Chris Johnson
	Areva

	Laura Kennedy
	NAESB

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA

	Angela Thomason
	NAESB

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project
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