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Final Minutes – February 2-3, 2011
DATE:

March 16, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting – Hosted by SRP in Phoenix, AZ
February 2, 2011 from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM Mountain

February 3, 2011 from 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM Mountain
FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. After attendees introduced themselves over the phone, Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. After a review of the draft agenda resulted in a few minor corrections, the subcommittee approved the motion to adopt the revised agenda without opposition. 

2.
Update on the Executive Committee (EC)
Mr. Wood provided an update from the EC. He stated that an Electric Industry Registry frequently asked questions document was to be released in the near future. He also shared that the EC had approved the changed SAMTS scope as submitted by the OASIS subcommittee. He noted that the EC had targeted the end of June as a target date for FERC submission for both SAMTS and NITS. 
3. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
· Continue development of SAMTS

The group discussed that the decision to drop the pre-true up and final true-up final states rendered the nomenclature superfluous. Mr. Wood asked how an application’s status might be determined. Mr. Pritchard suggested the possibility of creating a new accept state, and a new counter-offer state. He added that these new states could be unique to linked requests and reflect a longer customer response timeline. Mr. Sorenson suggested the use of a flag rather than a distinct state. Mr. Pritchard agreed that a flag would be simpler, but added that entities needed to be made aware that a different process exists. He recommended additional clarity to distinguish these types of requests; the issue was added to the SAMTS Parking Lot Redline. 

Attendees next discussed an issue relating to short-term pre-confirmation. Specifically, the question was asked whether a Customer would be able to withdraw or take a lower MW value on a request under the appropriate SAMTS circumstances. The group agreed that, although not currently enumerated, this would be a proper Customer action; the issue was added to the Parking Lot document. 
Mr. Tucker reviewed the MISO NAESB SAMTS Proposal Submitted by M. Knox, MISO work paper posted prior to the meeting. He stated that his perspective was the SAMTS proposal should provide some ability for a Provider to prevent gaming. He recommended, at a minimum, that a Customer be required to provide some good reason to link the requests, suggesting the provision of requests for a given source-sink path. He reiterated that such verifiable information seemed an appropriate trade-off for the additional withdrawal rights enjoyed by customers. He added that timing, meaning requests whose service dates do not overlap, was also important. He expressed that his organization was tasked with the responsibility to maximize profit for their members, continuing that, without such protections, capacity hoarding would likely be manifest. Attendees thanked Mr. Tucker for bringing the issue to light. 
Mr. Sorenson noted that it did not seem unreasonable to establish parameters effectively stating “show me the path.” He added, however, that certain reliability market concerns could result. He mentioned the role of system impact studies before suggesting that a restriction be created limiting SAMTS applications to a certain time before the earliest start of service date. He observed that such a limitation would prevent studies from holding up processing. He also suggested that all studies be performed on a rolling basis to release near-term capacity, citing 30 days in advance as a possibility. Mr. Wood noted that, since study processes vary considerably across the country, any new process would have to accommodate existing study processes. There was no further discussion of this issue. 
Mr. Tucker stated that any monthly start-stop times should overlap with yearly start-stop times in order for a link to be valid. Mr. Wood agreed, but noted that existing confirmed reservations needed to be considered as well; the group agreed that a Customer should be required to provide any existing reservation information used to establish this contemporaneous overlap. Attendees further agreed that a Customer should provide sufficient information to permit a Provider to verify its accuracy, although a Provider should be under no obligation to perform such a validation. 
Mr. Sorenson suggested the inclusion of a mechanism permitting a Provider to mark a request invalid if eligibility requirements were not met. He noted three outstanding timing considerations: 1) some minimum time to complete a submission; 2) an adjustment of Provider response times, as needed, if the Customer response time is expanded; 3) the release of capacity if service time is too close to permit confirmation. These issues were added to the SAMTS Parking Lot. 
Mr. Manning stated that not all requests serve load. After providing an example, he asked that an allowance be built to permit multi-Customer linked request marketing arrangements. The group discussed whether this functionality should be accommodated, in particular the technical issue of accommodating resale A-refs. This issue was also added to the SAMTS Parking Lot.

Messrs. Sorenson and Pritchard agreed that the particular path and/or precise nature of commercial arrangements should be masked to the public, perhaps through the use of a flag. This issue was also added to the SAMTS Parking Lot.

In response to a question, Mr. Tucker confirmed that MP stands for Market Participant, which is equivalent to Transmission Customer.  
The group turned to paragraph two of Mr. Tucker’s document. He stated that it represented a less desirable alternate proposal. He quickly summarized the idea as permitting each Provider to establish its own mechanisms. 

Relating to the third paragraph, Mr. Tucker reiterated his desire for reasonable and practical limits on what is eligible for SAMTS. The issue of partial path scheduling was raised.  

The issue of what to do if a Customer submits a linked request subsequently deemed invalid for some reason was discussed. Mr. Tucker asked whether the pre-confirmation flag should be adjusted.  He suggested that such requests retain their queue position, but lose their pre-confirmation status, permitting the Customer the option of withdrawal. Mr. Wood stated that another alternative would be to invalidate the request and remove it from the queue. 

The group briefly discussed but did not resolve the following: 1) how preemption fits within the concept; 2) how to recognize that source-sink identifications vary on different OASIS systems. 

Opening the SAMTS Master Redline document, attendees began a different discussion. 
Mr. Manning brought up an example relating to the purchase of slice of system service on a neighboring system as part of a linked group. He noted that, when buying capacity at the border of a system, in order to ensure that the DNR be fully deliverable, 2 parties must be involved: the party selling generation on the neighboring system to the border, and the party taking possession at the border to take it into the different system. In essence, his issue was that a Customer often is required to involve multiple parties in order to make one SAMTS deal. This issue was noted and marked for further discussion. 
After some debate, participants reached consensus in principle that a Customer will be obligated to provide certain information to be eligible to have a request qualify as linked, including the A-ref of any requested requests/reservations and associated Provider identifiers. This issue was added to the SAMTS Parking Lot. 
In an extension of the eligibility discussion, the group confirmed that a coordinated group must contain at least two coordinated requests. 
Mr. Wood created the SAMTS Examples Redline document to facilitate discussions surrounding the need for contemporaneity (in time) and contiguity (in space). Three options were entered onto this document that produced lengthy discussions. 
In the course of discussion, the decision was made to prohibit unlinked requests to be submitted by a Customer to be associated with a linked group.
Ultimately, attendees decided that a valid linked group must:

1) be comprised of at least 2 linked requests; 

2) begin with the start time of the earliest linked request and terminate with the end time of the latest linked request; 

3) be on a valid physical path for each time interval within that defined duration, which effectively means that there must be requested or confirmed capacity on each affected Provider system throughout the duration.

Ms. Knox made the following motion, captured on the SAMTS Motions Redline document:
The coordinated request (linked group) shall be made up of contiguous requests and/or reservations such that there should be no gaps between the earliest start time of any request in the coordinated request and latest stop time of any request in the coordinated request.
The motion passed unanimously. 

4. 
Other Business

The following entries were captured on the NITS Parking Lot Redline document. 

1) 02/03/2011 Need to make sure that there are appropriate methods of verification from the NITS application to etag. Need to work with JESS to make sure that the links still work for both systems. Will need to accommodate TP to use NSR request, NSR assignment by TP and no NSR.

2) 02/03/2011 Need to coordinate with NERC on what data the NITS system should be submitted as “shared reservation data” and/or “existing transmission commitments”. Should we need to sit down/coordinate with NERC sooner or later to discuss.

5.
Adjourn

The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm Mountain. 

6. 
Attendees

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Jennella
	Battles
	NV Energy

	Tina
	Burnette
	Boeing

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Yarrow
	Etheredge
	Entergy

	Marilyn
	Franz
	NV Energy

	Tabitha
	Hernandez
	Midwest ISO

	Polly
	Irons
	Entergy

	Marie
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	James 
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Lori
	Molotch
	Arizona Public Service

	Larry
	Monday
	LG&E and KU Services

	Luke
	O’Dwyer
	Salt River Project

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Paul
	Sorenson
	OATI

	Bill 
	Tucker
	Midwest ISO

	Cathy
	Wesley
	PJM

	Jimmy
	Womack
	SPP

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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