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OASIS Subcommittee Meeting

Hosted by Pennsylvania PUC in Harrisburg, PA

May 5, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

May 6, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES

1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves in person and over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  After several modifications were made, the motion to adopt the revised agenda passed unanimously.

· EC update
Mr. Wood related recent topics of discussion at the last WEQ Executive Committee (EC) meeting. He noted that publication of WEQ Version 2.2 would be delayed until the NITS project was finalized. He noted that the target date for completion had been changed to 3Q 2010. Mr. Wood informed the subcommittee that the coordination across multiple transmission providers project had been assigned to OASIS, adding that the scope included network service transactions. He stated that impacts to the NITS project would be clarified after a task force made its recommendations. 
· Discuss addition of more conference calls to the calendar

The subcommittee added four meetings pending approval of the NAESB office.  

2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Discuss Table 4-1 language insert provided by B. Rehman

Ms. Rehman provided a summary of the Table 4A Language Inserts - Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA document she had prepared prior to the meeting on the subcommittee’s behalf. She discussed her suggestions relating to the placement of resource capacity and the question of whether to add the timing requirements as described in Table 4A. Changes, if accepted by the group, were incorporated into the NITS WEQ-001 Requirements work paper. 
The group approved of the table, renaming it Table 105-A - Network Timing Requirements. Numerous conforming changes were made to standards 105.2.12.1, 105.2.12.1.2, 105.2.13.2, 105.2.13.3.1, and 105.2.1.2. Later in the meeting the title was changed to Table 105A – Timing Requirements. 
· Review of the NITS New Flow beginning with proposed 105.5

105.5.3 
Mr. Saini asked for clarification about the “load cannot be aggregated” wording; he asked whether it meant unconnected to the transmission system or something else. Ms. Otondo replied that the OATT at 1.23 used the wording “discrete point of delivery.” Mr. Pritchard noted that this reference seemed to apply to PTP, not NITS.  Mr. Saini stated that he understood aggregation to mean pooled network service in general. After several attendees expressed reservation at the word “discrete” because substation-specific information put a significant burden on the Transmission Customer, the subcommittee agreed to use the word “incorporate.” The group confirmed its understanding that discrete points mean separate meters; there was also recognition that this section dealt with new load being added to an existing reservation. 

Reference was made to 31.1 in the OATT. Ms. Bigelow confirmed that adding to an existing load was addressed in 105.5.3.2, whereas adding an entirely new load was addressed in 105.5.3.3. Mr. True suggested that “integrated with” be used rather than “add to” in 3.2 and 3.3; after Ms. Rehman made reference to the identical wording in the OATT, the group agreed to retain the original wording. 
Mr. Saini stated that, as written, there was an implication that no study would occur; he suggested some type of analysis or review/evaluation would be required to determine whether 3.2 or 3.3 were the proper route. Several other attendees concurred because the decision seemed to come before the determination of whether the application is valid or not. Mr. Green suggested that a new request be merged with any applicable underlying service after it has gone to completed. Mr. Wood suggested using superseded as a mechanism, in recognition that all the characteristics carry over. 
Mr. Saini referred to 31.2 of the OATT and suggested two scenarios: 1) add without need for a facility study; or, 2) add after a facility study conducted. He suggested deleting the provision from this section and moving it to the section after the completed application had been reached. The group agreed to move 105.3.2 to 105.5.11, which addresses accepted requests.

The resources structure was copied from 105.2.4 into 105.5.4.1 and corresponding changes made to suit the load scenario. The group confirmed that the invalid screen would likely be an automated function to determine whether the fields had been filled out, whereas an operator would determine whether the field entries were adequate. 

Attendees discussed DNLs. An attendee noted that an open question existed as to whether DNL would have a counteroffer component similar to DNRs. In response to a question, Ms. Otondo stated that decline would likely be used if money never comes or a signature etc. is not provided after a contract has been agreed. She added that broadly speaking the state would be used for violations of the terms and conditions of the contract, whereas refuse would apply when a Transmission Provider has insufficient capacity to meet the request. The discussion returned to whether counteroffer would be permitted; the group reached consensus that counteroffer would not be permitted for DNLs because partial serving of load would seem impossible. Corresponding changes were made to the draft standards as well as the NITS Working Document Chart of 001 Standards Needed chart.

105.5.11
The group discussed the status of accepted. Certain attendees expressed that the status was problematic because a Transmission Provider does not typically accept something that will be added to something else. Ms. Bigelow suggested a flag or a field that says “add to existing load” as a compromise. Ms. Rehman stated that posted business practices might accomplish the same thing since the determination could vary between Transmission Providers. She added that sub-bullets could permit that the request be recognized as standalone or to be included with another. The group crafted wording into 105.5.11.1.1 and 105.5.11.1.2. 
The group discussed how load forecasts would be affected by this merged function. Ideas were floated regarding how or whether to preserve the individual Aref numbers of the requests. Ms. Otondo suggested that the Transmission Customer change the existing load forecast rather than add an additional load forecast. Ms. Bigelow offered to draft wording for the subcommittee’s review’ Mr. Wood offered to review the technical specifications.  

105.5.12 
After brief discussion, the group agreed to delete this standard because it would in effect constitute a material change during the pending period; the group agreed that a new request would be appropriate. 

105.5.13 
Regarding Transmission Customer actions, the group discussed whether to allow the Transmission Customer to rebid a lower DNL amount after the Transmission Provider has counteroffered. The group decided that this rebid ability should exist.

 105.6 
Attendees discussed the indefinite termination of DNLs. After a discussion, the group conducted an informal poll concerning the following statement: the Transmission Provider shall not refuse a valid and complete request for indefinite termination of network load. 5 attendees were in favor, 1was against, and 4 abstained; the provision, having been imported from the DNR section, was removed. 

105.6.2 
The group discussed whether to add additional states to the initial review of indefinite terminations, given the Transmission Provider’s ability to refuse a valid and complete request. The participants agreed that decline should be added to 105.6.2.2. 

Attendees reviewed Ms. Bigelow’s draft wording after it was added to the work paper.


105.5.1 
Ms. Bigelow explained that her proposal assumed that there were two available options: 1) a Transmission Customer expresses a preference for new versus added to existing; or, 2) Transmission Customer doesn’t express preference. The group discussed her wording and recommended several changes. Ms. Rehman stated that an alternative to the flag would be the placement of a data element in the template indicating the type of load, which could then be added to the data dictionary. The group discussed the data element option versus the flag option.  After numerous adjustments to the wording, attendees agreed to copy “request for new Network Load” into 105.5. 

Further discussion was held on NSRs before the group decided to postpone decisions on whether a template would be required for NSRs and whether a table would be required for NSRs. 


105.5.12
In discussing acceptance, the group reconfirmed that capacity counteroffers would be allowed for DNLs.

Table 105-A

Attendees developed timing requirements for permanent terminations. Ms. Rehman stated that since there is an ATC impact, evaluation time would have to be considered.  Mr. Barker noted that counter-flows could create lower ATC effects, so the requirement should be more than 24 hours. Mr. Saini noted that, since short-term undesignation of a DNL is not possible, the table should not suggest that it could be possible. Several columns were filled using the DNR timelines as a guide. Attendees stopped before completing the indefinite termination portion of the table. 
3. Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The subcommittee reviewed assignments and set the agenda for the next meeting. 
4. Adjourn
Adjourn at 2:56 pm central

5. Attendance
	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Daryn
	Barker
	E.On US Services

	Christina
	Bigelow
	Entergy

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Marilyn
	Franz
	NV Energy

	Barry
	Green
	EPSA

	Marie
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Pete 
	Lee
	BPA

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Marcie
	Otondo
	APS

	Gail 
	Parker 
	MISO-Duke IE

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	BPA

	Guy
	Ridgely
	Midwest ISO

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Roy
	True
	ACES Power Marketing

	Jimmy
	Womack
	SPP

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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