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Final Minutes – January 19-21, 2011
DATE:

October 28, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by NAESB in Houston, TX
January 19, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

January 20, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

January 21, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. After attendees introduced themselves in person and over the phone, Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. After a review of the draft agenda, Mr. True made a motion that it be adopted; the motion carried without opposition. 



2.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Update on Tech Team

Mr. Sorenson led the subcommittee through a high-level review of the WEQ-002 (Clean) in progress 01/19/2011 document before opening the floor to comments. During the course of this review, numerous changes were agreed-upon and comments captured; these items were inserted onto the WEQ-002 (Clean) in Progress 1/19/11 Redline work paper. 
The group discussed the role agents should play in the templates. Mr. Wood asked whether agents should be privy to all customer information or whether access should be limited on an individualized basis. Mr. Sorenson confirmed that there’s no restriction/concept for limited access for customers/agents at the moment. The issue of multiple agents serving different functions or the same function simultaneously was discussed.  
Mr. Sorenson asked for comments concerning how the resource template should be structured. He shared that he was considering a declared resource template with separate filters for generation-backed or not, and designated or not. The group agreed with this approach. 
Mr. Sorenson asked for and received confirmation that load would never be declared unless it was a designated load; he noted that this would make the load template a more simple structure. 
Ms. Rehman asked why nitscust was needed if it had been previously provided when the Transmission Customer registered. Mr. Sorenson confirmed that all the subtemplates under nitscustsysinfo are basically flags to indicate that these attachments have been submitted. Mr. Wood confirmed that the data dictionary had been changed to reflect that these are Y/N fields and not substantive.
Mr. Sorenson noted the need to more carefully consider the relationship between tag information and NITS information. He asked the group to consider linking the two processes to be more efficient. 
Ms. Rehman made reference to the FERC Order No. 889 requirement that available transmission capacity must be posted on the web, adding that PTP achieved this functionality through transoffering. Mr. Sorenson replied that it would be included in systemdata for NITS. Ms. Rehman stated that the original intent was to have it in transoffering, and FERC had allowed it to go in systemdata in reaction to a curtailment situation. She noted the difference being that transoffering states the type of service at a minimum (service increments) whereas systemdata does not.  
Mr. Sorenson replied that the information is derivable since different prices will be associated with different price postings. Ms. Rehman stated that her concern was how the ATC offering would be included into the standards. During the ensuing discussion, the group agreed that this should be included into WEQ-001.
Numerous minor correction issues were incorporated into the NITS Parking Lot Redline work paper. 
· Continue review of NITS recommendation

Mr. Wood opened the NITS Recommendation document and provided a review of its contents. He noted that the only change had been the addition of meeting dates at the end of the document. Ms. Rehman asked about the inclusion of an index in WEQ-002, WEQ-003 and WEQ-013 to mirror the proposed index to be included in the WEQ-001 section. After some discussion, the group agreed to add such an index for each section, to be inserted as the first standard in each section. 
The subcommittee also discussed the appendices to the recommendation. In particular, the group referred to the chart on page 34 (Appendix XXX) that captured the available next steps in each process. The group agreed that this would be a valuable tool to assist implementations because the narrative or visual process did not capture all the information in a format viewable on one page. After discussion of where to include it in the standards, a comment was added that this decision be taken up at the next meeting, as captured on the NITS Recommendation Redline work paper. 

· Continue review of NITS WEQ-002 
The subcommittee did not address this agenda item as the subject matter had already been addressed in the tech team discussion (above). 
· Continue review of NITS WEQ-003
Mr. Wood opened the WEQ-003 document and provided a high level review of its contents. During the ensuing discussion, the subcommittee agreed to numerous changes and added numerous comments, as captured on the WEQ-003 Redline work paper. 

Discussion was held regarding the Data Elements for AGENT_ROLE as divided into schedule, load, and resource. The question was asked whether this information had any use for validation, and, if not, why it would be included. The result of the discussion was that this information was unnecessary; the subcommittee agreed to remove the item from 003-100 series. Corresponding changes were made to 002-100 series and 001-101.2.2 and 001-101.2.1 
Mr. Tucker asked about backfilling/populating existing fields. Mr. Wood replied that this process would not be standardized, but rather left to each Transmission Provider’s implementation plan. 
Discussion was held about the best way to differentiate between a Zero sum value and a Null value. A note to discuss the issue at a later date was added to the NITS Parking Lot Redline work paper. 
After the Parking Lot issue was added, the subcommittee went through the Parking Lot document and highlighted unresolved issues. The subcommittee understood that if something on the parking lot was not highlighted, then it had been disposed of and did not need reopening, a yellow highlight needed to be addressed, and a green highlight meant it had been assigned as an action item. 
During the discussion of customer credit, the group agreed to remove the field and to have a credit rejection go to DECLINE, not INVALID. The latter decision was made because INVALID was intended for bad data and DECLINE was intended for contractual data. Reference was made to 001-102.4.6 to confirm that DECLINE has been properly included into that portion of the standards.  
Discussion was held concerning DNR rollovers. Mr. Sorenson offered several alternatives: 1) tie it to the end time of the application; 2) if the resource was in the forecast, it could be rolled into the forecast. Mr. Wood opened the NITS Motions Redline and made reference to Motion 43. The group considered whether a null value for DNR stop time would be permitted. The subcommittee agreed that Transmission Providers would address the question in their business practices; the application, however, would still have an end date. 
Discussion was held concerning concomitant requests. Two issues in particular were presented: 1) how to assign queue times; 2) how to identify the pair as linked, since many concomitant requests could be submitted at once from one or multiple parties. After extended discussion, recognition was achieved that timing requirements were different than queue processing times. Reference was made to footnote 9 on Table 105-A. 

After further discussion, Mr. Pritchard offered Motion 69, seconded by Mr. Manning, as captured on the NITS Motions Redline work paper:

All requests for Concomitant Evaluations shall be submitted simultaneously through a batch process.
The motion passed without opposition. 

Discussion was held whether the responsibility for timing would fall to a Transmission Provider or an automated system. The consensus was that concomitant requests would be submitted as a batched request which itself is assigned a unique queue time and its own unique identifier. Corresponding changes were made to 001-107.6, 001-107.6.1 was deleted, and the batched request idea was inserted into Parking Lot to help direct the tech team.
Discussion was held concerning a mechanism to release secondary; there was recognition that this issue still needs to be addressed since the PTP mechanism of relinquish is not adequate as it currently exists.

3. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
· Start development of SAMTS
Mr. Pritchard introduced this item to the subcommittee, stating that a task force had been meeting to review the project and recommend a structure to the subcommittee. He noted that the group had met 8 times and had held fruitful discussions. He continued that the product of these discussions had been captured on several work papers, which had been submitted prior to the meeting. He thanked the participants who had volunteered their time in assisting the task force develop the work. 

Mr. Pritchard provided a high level review to the group citing concerns relating to stranded assets as the prime mover behind the project. He summarized the issues discussed by the task force that developed the work papers. He described the scoping document and the concerns reflected on the provisionally denied submission. He opened the Diagram for Pre-True-Up Reservations without PD document and summarized its contents. The subcommittee went through the examples from this paper. 

In response to a question, Mr. Pritchard stated that at the final true-up, adjustments can be made to any and all reservations, including withdrawal. Pretrue-up allows Transmission Customers to lock up some capacity, whereas the final true up allows for a precise deal. 
Mr. Saini expressed concern with the pretrue-up period being used as a mechanism to game the system. The co-chairs stated that the scope received from the WEQ EC limited the scope of the OASIS Mr. Purdy asked for and received confirmation that a Transmission Customer could withdraw a request if another Transmission Provider rejected a linked request. 
Mr. Pritchard opened the Diagram for Pre-True-Up Request without PD - extended customer response time document and summarized its contents. He stated that the concept would be to create a new state to be applied to those requests that would have been refused to effectively freezes the queue so that requests that come in during the evaluation period would not be disadvantaged if the linked request were later withdrawn. 
Mr. Pritchard opened the Final OASIS Task Force Recommendation Adoption of Provisionally Denied (PD) State and provided a summary of its contents. Mr. True stated that a Provisionally Denied state would simplify things by effectively freezing the queue (suspending calculations going forward), noting that the burden on the Transmission Provider would not necessarily be greater simply because a new state was added. 
This assertion was discussed, with some attendees expressing that the additional state would prove problematic. Other attendees asserted that without the additional state, a Transmission Customer could be left in an inequitable position of having requested capacity prior to another Transmission Customer (to whom that capacity was later granted), but denied because the extended communication process had not yet been resolved. The group recognized that the inclusion of the Provisionally Denied concept would add significant delay to the development effort. 
The group made numerous edits to the document, as captured on the SAMTS Scope with Requested Revisions Redline document. Mr. Prichard thanked the members of the task force and proposed to return to the WEQ Executive Committee with a subcommittee-approved version of the task force recommendation.  

Mr. Wood asked for opposition to having the OASIS co-chairs submit this information to the EC and ask for permission to change the scope in order to permit the consideration of this simplified process that is under consideration in response to the request to consider Provisionally Denied. He stated that in the course of the exploration of how and whether to incorporate the Provisionally Denied concept, a mechanism was proposed that addressed the concerns the Provisionally Denied was intended to address that is agreeable to all, but it requires a few changes to the scope document from the WEQ EC. 
By consensus, the co-chairs undertook to present this to the WEQ EC with the latitude to make minor changes for the purposes of the presentation. 
4.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The subcommittee reviewed assignments and planned for the subsequent meeting. 

5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 11:55am Central.
6. 
Attendees
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	Duke Energy

	Steve
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	Sorenson
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	Midwest ISO
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	SPP
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	Southern Company
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