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Interested Industry Parties
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James Culliton, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Final Minutes – May 3-5, 2011
DATE:

July 27, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT
OASIS Subcommittee Face-to-Face Meeting
Hosted by ACES Power, Carmel, IN

May 3, 2011 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
May 4, 2011 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
May 5, 2011 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

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, the subcommittee approved the motion to adopt the revised agenda without opposition. 

2. Consent Agenda – Adoption of Draft Minutes

Participants reviewed the draft minutes for the January 5, January 13, January 25, and February 2-3, 2011 meetings as redlined by attendees prior to the meeting. The subcommittee unanimously adopted the  January 5, 2011 draft meeting minutes redline, January 13, 2011 draft meeting minutes redline, January 25, 2011 draft meeting minutes redline, and February 2-3, 2011 draft meeting minutes redline as final minutes. 
3. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)

· Review Informal Comments for SAMTS Recommendation

Mr. Wood thanked all those who had submitted comments related to the SAMTS recommendation. He suggested that the subcommittee review conceptual issues identified by comments prior to addressing standard-specific comments; attendees agreed.

Attendees began the review by reviewing comments received from OATI; consensus dispositions were captured on the OATI Redline document, along with notes and comments. The record below serves to supplement the documentation captured during the meeting. 
While discussing comments 1) and 2), attendees noted that unnecessary changes to preconfirmation and withdrawals were disfavored. After the group recognized that the questions required further discussion, the issues were added to the SAMTS Parking Lot Redline. The issues underlying comments 3) and 4) were likewise added to the SAMTS Parking Lot.
While discussing comment 5), a choice was presented: whether to keep 001-4.11.1 as written, have both go to confirmed, or have both go to retracted? The group agreed to leave the standard as drafted with the understanding that some minor wording changes would be required. 
The group noted that comment 7a) was interrelated with SAMTS Parking Lot item l); the issue underlying the comment was added to the SAMTS Parking Lot.  The following choices were presented to the subcommittee: 
a) Contiguity the only requirement is CR information

b) Contiguity will requirement both CR and reservation information that make up CG

c) Contiguity the only requirement is CR information with time (start and stop)

d) Contiguity will requirement both CR and reservation information that make up CG with time (start and stop)
Prior to conducting an informal poll, the group held discussion on these four choices. Mr. Pritchard noted that the first option seemed to suggest that nothing was provided aside from the attestation itself. He further observed that the option seemed to fall outside the scope of the WEQ Executive Committee (EC) scoping document. The option was removed from consideration. Mr. Sorenson noted that whether to add reservations or not and whether to add a time element or not were the two questions that the subcommittee was being asked to decide upon. Reference was made to 001-xx.3.4. 
In an informal poll, the subcommittee voted to include reservations and requests in contiguity by selecting option b). 

Regarding comment 5), Mr. Sorenson suggested that CR_ACCOMMODATED be expressed as “full, no, or partial,” as opposed to a precise MW amount. After brief discussion, the subcommittee agreed to this suggestion by agreeing to modify CR_CAPACITY_REQUESTED and CR_CAPACITY_GRANTED with modified valid values for CR_ACCOMMODATED data elements.  
Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion regarding CR_TS_TYPE was discussed. He noted that the idea was to permit understanding of whether a request/reservation from another system was PTP or NITS. The subcommittee agreed that this issue was important because associated timing requirements may differ. An informal poll was conducted, which resulted in the subcommittee agreeing to include CR_TS_TYPE in the information to be supplied by the Transmission Customer.
The subcommittee next opened the comments submitted by MISO; consensus dispositions were captured on the MISO, PJM SPP Redline document, along with associated notes and comments.
Ms. Bigelow asked why certain FERC directives had not been fulfilled. Specifically, she asked about “revising queue status.” Mr. Wood stated that queue status is based on when the Coordinated Request (CR) is first requested. Ms. Bigelow stated that she had understood the requirement to be based on the latest priority. She referenced the exact time that the CRs were submitted and that they be synchronized. Mr. Wood stated that this decision had been made and documented by the WEQ EC. Ms. Bigelow suggested that the reasons be enumerated in the SAMTS recommendation, adding that reservation priority, single application, latest priority issues should be directly stated. Mr. Pritchard volunteered to draft wording for the recommendation on the subcommittee’s behalf. 
In response to the comment dealing with whether network service should be included, the subcommittee was informed that certain entities are currently using OASIS to schedule network service. For this reason, the group agreed that it was important to capture network service, despite the fact that NITS has not yet been adopted or finalized. 
Regarding the NERC/ATC comment, Mr. Wood stated that SAMTS does not touch on ATC calculations. 
Mr. Cardone presented the comments submitted by NYISO; consensus dispositions were captured on the NYISO Redline document, along with notes and comments. He observed that, as the financial reservation system is quite different than other regions, NYISO is currently exempt from WEQ 001, WEQ 002, WEQ 003, and WEQ 013. Mr. Cardone asked that SAMTS be made textually exempt for entities that are already exempt from the existing WEQ standards. Mr. Sorenson made reference to 001xx.2.1. After discussion, including recognition that a “blank spot” in contiguity would have to be inserted for exempted regions, the subcommittee acknowledged the issue presented and agreed to consider changing the contiguity rules to allow for paths that contain financial markets that are exempt from WEQ-001 standards.

The subcommittee next opened the comments submitted by Tristate; consensus dispositions were captured on the Tristate Redline document, along with notes and comments.  The group discussed on comment relating to the assignment of a new queue if the coordinated flag gets dropped. An attendee noted that this should not be prejudicial because eligible requests are monthly service or longer in duration.
The subcommittee opened the comments submitted by Southern Company; consensus dispositions were captured on the Southern Redline document, along with notes and comments.

The subcommittee next opened the comments submitted by Tristate; consensus dispositions were captured on the TVA Late Redline document, along with notes and comments.
· Finalize SAMTS Recommendation for Formal Comments

The subcommittee reviewed the FERC Requirements-How addressed in the SAMTS recommendation document. Certain modifications were made, as captured on the Recommendation Redline work paper. This insertion was placed in the Summary of Recommendation section of the SAMTS recommendation. In addition, the subcommittee added language to this section pertaining to entities exempted from the current WEQ standards.  

The group began the process of incorporating standard-specific comments received into a new draft SAMTS standards document. The group used the work paper submitted by OATI as the base document, as it contained the bulk of the requested changes. This document was renamed SAMTS Draft Standard Redline; all modifications to the standards were captured on this document. 
001.4.9.5  
The group agreed to leave this provision in the standards to prevent long-term gaming through withdrawal of requests otherwise ineligible for withdrawal. 

001-4.10

The group agreed that contiguity is only assessed early in the process, so if something is countered and subsequently withdrawn, contiguity persists.

001-4.11 
Mr. Pritchard noted that if a coordinated group were to consist of one monthly and one yearly, both still get 15 days, although one would have to find that information other than on Table 3.7 (since it says only that it is the longer of the requests). After some discussion, footnote fn 9 was added, using wording from 001.xx.3.7, before renumbering was done, making the newest footnote fn 8. 
Mr. Saini raised the issue of staggered notification of off-system requests and whether a Transmission Customer should be required to provide these time limits at the same time that an off-system status is provided under CR_ACCOMMODATED. Attendees recognized that there is not a time limit requiring a customer to notify the host provider, as modified. Responsive changes were made to the work paper.  
The group discussed whether to eliminate resellers from the SAMTS scope. After discussion, attendees agreed to eliminate reseller because their relationship with Transmission Customers is different from that of a Transmission Provider. 
001.xx.2 
The subcommittee discussed contiguity examples and held brief discussion. Attendees suggested that the Coordinated Group time requirement to go from the earliest start time to the latest stop time. An attendee asked how start-stop times could be established such that a Transmission Provider could verify whether contemporenaity is met. The group recognized that this verification was impossible.  
The participants recognized that competition between coordinated groups had not been addressed as an issue. The situation wherein, while in the confirmed state, a longer term request is received. Mr. Wood stated that, in order to retain the priority, the matching request would not be considered part of the coordinated group.  He clarified that he was envisioning a higher request than is necessary to fill contiguity requirements. He provided an example: a monthly request could be denied because of insufficient ATC. 
Mr. Saini suggested that there should be longer requests permitted, meaning that a Coordinated Group (CG) is contiguous as long as contiguity met on all Transmission Providers. The group agreed to require the Transmission Customer to determine the time range that contiguity should be required (i.e. the time for the CG). 
Mr. Pritchard observed that this structure would permit the submission of requests known to be impossible to be accommodated in full. He clarified that a CR submitted with an end time of November, with a CG due to end in August, could permit rebidding on other systems even though the counter-offered portion fell outside the CG timeframe. The question was asked whether any time remainder should be permitted. Mr. Saini stated that he had understood contiguity to prevent gaps in time, not necessarily requests that may contain a remainder of time extending beyond the Coordinated Group. The group noted that FERC expected the CG to look like a single request. The decision was made to leave the standard as originally drafted. 
001-xx 2.1 
The subcommittee confirmed that there must be no gaps on each and every provider system for the contiguity requirement to exist; the group recognized that the requirement to be covered by “all providers” within this draft standard. 

001-xx.2.2
The standard was changed to new 001-2.1.3 to reflect its subsidiary position. New wording relating to the “blank spot on the map” issue (see above) was added to 001-2.1.4.
001.xx-3.6
The standard was renamed 001-2.4 as it related more to eligibility; the standard was renumbered 001-2.3 after minor changes were agreed-upon. 
001-xx-3.1 
Mr. Sorenson suggested collapsing cgFlag and cgcontiguity into one value, called coordinated-status. The group agreed and entered the issue into the SAMTS Parking Lot. They further agreed that this new element would have valid values of none, pending, or attested. 

001-xx-3.2 
The group agreed to accept the suggested wording with slight modifications. 
001-xx-3.3 
The group agreed to drop several data elements. Mr. Sorenson agreed to add reservations to this section. Mr. Pritchard noted that the section currently contains required information for other requests in the coordinated group. He suggested creating a new section to cover reservations. Mr. Saini agreed that a new section be created for reservations; Mr. Sorenson agreed that reservations are simpler, as they only need the Transmission Provider name and A-ref. Attendees agreed to create a different section for reservations.

001-xx-3.4.2.3 
Mr. Pritchard suggested a simplification: if withdrawn from consideration by the Transmission Customer, it shall be withdrawn, leaving the customer to resubmit as an independent request. This notion was agreed-upon and entered into 001-xx-3.4.2 sections and the subsection was renumbered as 001-xx-3.4.2.2 before conforming changes were made to relevant sections.
001-xx-3.4.4 
The group agreed that this provision addressed the context in which an entity requests a DNR off-OASIS and a CR is desired. The group noted that this draft standard should hold until such time that NITS on OASIS is a reality; a cross-reference back to 001-xx-3.3 was added. 

001-xx 3.5 
Mr. Sorenson stated that the modified standard was intended to capture not only that the state had changed, but when it had changed, to permit the setting of time limits. The group agreed. 
001-xx 3.10 
A clarifying change was written to emphasize that this action is only permitted if a coordinated request on an adjacent system is counter-offered. 
The group opened the Recommendation Redline work paper and turned to the Appendix section. Minor clarifying changes were made to the examples. 

Participants opened the SAMTS Parking Lot Redline to verify that all issues have been addressed. If addressed, and yet undocumented, the consensus disposition was entered onto the work paper.  

The group opened the Recommendation Redline work paper and turned to the WEQ 002 section. Numerous changes were made to correspond to decision reached during the discussions on WEQ 001, as well as permit previously-submitted informal comments. Notes were added to permit Mr. Sorenson to make certain changes to WEQ 002 on the group’s behalf off-line. 

CG_STATUS was added to the data dictionary in WEQ 003. The group confirmed that CRs, as proposed, may be withdrawn within 24 hour period. 

New elements were added to WEQ 003: PROPOSED (in place of SUBMITTED), ATTESTED, CR_DISPOSITION, and CR DISPOSITION TIME. The subcommittee understood that the reason for changing to CR_DISPOSITION is responsive to both requests and reservations whereas CR_ACCOMMODATED was only responsive to requests. 
WEQ 013 was reviewed, with certain conforming changes entered on the work paper. 
013-2.6.1 
The clarification containing PROPOSED was added.

013-2.6.7.1 
Resales were eliminated, leaving only Transmission Providers situated to provide SAMTS.
Mr. Pritchard made the following motion, captured as Motion 3 on the SAMTS Motions Redline work paper:
Move that the subcommittee accepts the draft as revised for formal comments and sends to the EC for approval as revised and corrected by JT Wood, Paul Sorenson and NAESB staff.
The group discussed whether to meet again the following week to permit time for conforming changes to be made to WEQ 002, WEQ 003, and WEQ 013. Certain attendees were uncomfortable with the notion, citing that the subcommittee should have the opportunity to review even the changes made today during the meeting, noting that several changes beyond simple tweaks still need to be made. Other attendees stated that they would not be able to attend another meeting on such short notice and questioned whether there would be anything substantively different to vote upon in the future. Ms. Knox called the question; two attendees were in favor, one opposed, and one abstained. A vote was held on Motion 3; three attendees were in favor, one against, and one opposed.
4. 
Adjourn
Ms. Rehman announced that, as SAMTS was now in the EC’s hands, she would be stepping away from subcommittee work. The entire group thanked her for the considerable time and expertise she had lent the OASIS subcommittee over the years.

The meeting adjourned at 12:00pm Central.  
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