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May 13, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Messrs. Wood and Pritchard 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.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Review NITS Recommendation
Mr. Wood briefly reviewed latest version of the draft recommendation, noting that there had been no changes made. He announced that the targeted NITS project dates were as follows: post for informal comments after the June 7-9 meeting; review and incorporate comments received during the July 19-21 meeting; and, post for formal comments on July 21. He added that if these targets were met, the WEQ Executive Committee would likely meet in September to review and vote on the NITS recommendation. 

· Review WEQ-002

The group reviewed the version of WEQ-002 initially prepared for the April 20-21, 2011 meeting. Comparison was also made to the suggested changes made on April 19, 2011 by Mr. Shirley. The subcommittee captured responses on the NITS WEQ-002 Redline work paper; this record is intended to supplement that effort. 
002-2.4

Mr. Pritchard suggested greater specificity to restrict commercial availability to the top three browsers used by the industry. In light of the rapid increase in mobile web-enabled browsers, the subcommittee shared his concern that the standard could inadvertently prevent more traditional browsers (which would likely be the user’s preference) from being used. Attendees decided to leave the draft as written pending further research. 
Mr. Sorenson provided a review, beginning with the Input/Request Template Summary, of work that he had performed on the subcommittee’s behalf on April 19, 2011.  

The group held discussion on comment P52 regarding the challenge of discrete data submission when multiple owners share a single resource. The suggestion was made that either generator or a contract structure pointing to either a purchase power agreement (PPA) or generation-backed resource types could be used. Attendees listed out requirements that could describe a PPA, including source control area, start-stop times, and name. If, when and where this PPA information should be submitted was discussed. An agreement used by Entergy was consulted for how certain information might be entered onto OASIS. 
The group discussed whether the PPA should only be included once when executed, or even while contingent because of template design considerations. The group modified NITSResourceDescription under RESOURCE_TYPE to permit an executed PPA or contingent PPA option. Mr. Pritchard stated that the template should be modifiable because generation could change over the course of time; this capability was included.   

Mr. Pritchard expressed certain concerns regarding how a Transmission Provider could correlate the e-Tag with the DNR. Mr. Sorenson replied that he had intended to tag to the initial application, leaving a reference to the resource within the application. He explained that the sum of tags from resource to load would be testable against NSR scheduling limits. Mr. Pritchard stated that this would sum all requests, adding that a subset of these could be limited by NSR limits while others may not. He noted that the Transmission Customer may not know the applicable limit.  

A discussion was held relating to the need to identify the source control area for PPAs. Mr. Pritchard stated that this information would be used in evaluating requests and is needed to address loop flows in the Eastern Interconnection. Mr. Sorenson stated that if the original source control area were required, the integration of tagging information would be easier to solve. 
Mr. Sorenson asked whether a situation existed wherein a NITS load were ever split into discrete parts that were scheduled separately. No attendees answered in the affirmative.  

Mr. Sorenson asked whether a reason ever existed to counteroffer DNR capacity, or whether the scheduling right was always counteroffered. Mr. Saini and Mr. Wood replied that the reference should point to the countering of a scheduling right. 
Mr. Sorenson asked whether attestation of two separate 200 MW resources over two PORs or a total resource capacity for 400MW were correct. Alternatively, he asked whether two paths of 200 MW each with the resource limited to 200 MW total were correct. Mr. Saini replied that knowing resource capacity to be 200 MW over two requests, each in the alternative for 200 MW would be important. Mr. Saini posed a question to Mr. Pritchard: if a Duke resource existed with a unit capacity of 200 MW, would discrete 200 MW PTP paths to both Southern and TVA be permitted. Mr. Pritchard stated that a decision had previously been reached to permit this action. Mr. Pritchard added that this decision was reached primarily because no mechanism existed to identify firm rights; as such, transmission capacity reserved from a unit, exceeding its resource capacity would be permitted. Mr. Pritchard noted that a Transmission Provider could receive two DNR requests coming from the same control area and same resource, yet across two different paths; he noted that a determination of whether different contracts were involved or not was not possible. 
Mr. Pritchard stated that, since off-system DNRs could conceivably form part of a system’s reserves, those resources would be important to be known. Mr. Manning noted that this scenario would be a requirement, so the example was more than conceivable. Mr. Pritchard asked whether 200 MW from Southern and 200 MW from TVA (each sourced in Entergy) could be the same resource; he added that knowing whether it is same resource would seem important to avoid double-counting for reserves purposes. Mr. Wood stated that the advantage of having a secondary path is to be able to serve load if the primary path is down. Mr. Saini stated that this situation is different than the previous splitting example (which is two 100 MW paths, not two 200 MW paths).  

The group next agreed with Mr. Sorenson’s approach on page 87. The question was, when wanting to indefinitely terminate a DNR, (when the DNR began at 100 MW and 10 MW was subsequently added through AddNITSDNR  for a total of 110 MW), whether 110 MW would get terminated or merely 100 MW. No support existed for simply saying “all” rather than stating a number. 
The group returned to the NITSResourceCapacity template. Mr. Sorenson suggested the order of capacity requested, available, designated (this last one switchable to granted). He noted that this order of operations differed from the PTP world, where the Transmission Customer lowered the CAPACITY_REQUESTED value. He suggested that the Transmission Customer enter the capacity requested, the Transmission Provider enter the capacity available, leaving CAPACITY_DESIGNATED as effectively the rebid amount, necessarily equal to or less than the CAPACITY_AVAILABLE. 
The group held discussion regarding the DNR negotiation structure and the need to relate DNRs to NSRs. The group noted that multiple DNRs with same POR-POD, with different sources with the same sink, tied to one NSR posed a challenge. Mr. Pritchard stated that, from an AFC perspective, it may not make sense to combine the two. He noted that some Transmission Providers wish to assign the NSR rather than negotiate NSR. After some discussion, Mr. Sorenson stated that he would conduct additional research concerning whether this template could serve to indicate the amount of resource granted, the interface capability set aside, and the NITS scheduling rights. 

Concerning 002-6.3.3.12 attendees observed that, absent an NSR, the Transmission Provider is expected to verify the DNR for availability. 
Participants next discussed the SOURCE template. Mr. Pritchard expressed an interest in capturing Generation Control Area (GCA) information under this template. Mr. Sorenson observed that the information was already captured elsewhere.  Mr. Pritchard reiterated that the template could be used to capture, at the appropriate level of granularity, the GCA on the tag. The group agreed that GCA information should be captured somewhere to permit validations. Mr. Sorenson suggested that the template could be made to require either the GCA or something more granular within a GCA (since markets have P-Nodes that provide more localized source information).

Attendees next referred to Table 105-A to assess whether to remove the data element that indicates a duration because it can be implied from the overall start-stop interval. After some discussion, Mr. Wood consulted the NITS Parking Lot where the issue had already captured (to add verbiage to 001-xx.3.7). Mr. Sorenson suggested making it a SAMTS change to align with the times expressed in Table 105-A.
3. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 10:58 am Central. 

4. 
Attendees

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Jennella 
	Battles
	NV Energy

	Ernie
	Cardone
	NYISO

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Marie
	Knox
	MISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	James 
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Patrick
	McGovern
	Georgia Transmission

	Gail
	Parker
	MISO/Duke IE

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Paul
	Sorenson
	OATI

	Jimmy
	Womack
	SPP

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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