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July 15, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT
OASIS Subcommittee Conference Call
June 1, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
June 2, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

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

The subcommittee reviewed and unanimously approved the September 28-29, 2010 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline, October 21, 2010 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline, and November 8-9, 2010 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline documents after a motion by Ms. Etheredge. 
3.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Review NITS Recommendation
The NITS Parking Lot from May 24, 2011 was opened and reviewed. Throughout the course of the review, the subcommittee’s decisions regarding previously unresolved items were captured on the NITS Parking Lot Redline document, beginning on page 39. If such decisions required substantive changes, the modifications were made to the NITS Recommendation and captured on the NITS Recommendation Redline document. 
Mr. Wood led the subcommittee through a review of WEQ 002 SAMTS provisions for incorporation into the NITS project. Many of the items on the list had already been incorporated; those that were not are listed below. 

In response to Item 3, the provision that requests for concomitant evaluation may be included as part of a Coordinated Group was added as 001-xx.2.5. 

In response to Item 6, the subcommittee added “The increment of service (request interval) for NITS shall be set according to the Business Practice Standard WEQ-001-105.1.5” to WEQ-003 (CR_SERVICE_INCREMENT) to clarify permissible service intervals. 
In response to Item 10, certain changes were made to Table 105-A.

In response to Item 11, the group next discussed how to permit a Transmission Customer flexibility to withdraw an initial application (prior to confirmation) if requested capacity is unavailable on other systems. Attendees recognized that one resolution of the question was to restrict SAMTS requests until after the initial application is confirmed because the issue only arises when the requestor is not yet a network customer. The group noted that, if SAMTS were restricted to existing network customers, this resolution could have a chilling effect on the ability to execute contracts that crossed multiple provider systems. The group also noted that unrestricted withdrawals would seem to create an undesirable incentive by rendering the preconfirmation requirement toothless. Ultimately, the subcommittee decided to permit the withdrawal of the initial application in this specific context, rather than restrict SAMTS to existing customers. The subcommittee added the sentence “[i]f a NITS Application is terminated then the customer is not obligated to confirm the remaining Coordinated Request of the Coordinated Group. (Need to write words in the recommendation to convey concept)” on the Parking Lot. In addition, 001-105.4 was changed to Redesignation to distinguish from the Undesignation context.

Numerous additional outstanding issues and subcommittee decisions were captured on pages 41-43 on the Parking Lot. 

· Review WEQ-001 portion for consistency with WEQ-002
The subcommittee opened discussion on the relationship between NSRs and DNRs. The subcommittee discussed whether references to “requests” in the standards apply to requests for DNR, NSR, or only PTP. The group recognized that some review needed to be performed to ensure that the existing templates also apply to DNR/NSR requests. 

After discussion of the possibility that a Transmission Provider might elect to counteroffer a DNR with a lower capacity NSR, Mr. Pritchard suggested that NSRs be entered as a subtemplate under DNRs to permit the action. Mr. Sorenson noted that the NSR was a companion to the DNR in that each shared the same number.
The subcommittee discussed whether both DNR and NSR needed to be part of Table 105-A, or whether DNR would suffice. The NSR entry was deleted from the table because it is an optional subset of a DNR. The group considered whether DNL should be kept on the table. One way the question was framed was whether a customer could submit a DNL for a week/day/month. In the end, DNL remained unmodified.  
· Review WEQ-002

Mr. Sorenson opened the WEQ-002 NITS - work in progress 5/31/11 - Submitted by P. Sorenson, OATI document, beginning with 002-6.4. He summarized the reasons for the modifications made offline and led a review of the list of eligible queries. He then referred to 002-6.4.1.1, noting that the standard was intended to serve as a short-form mechanism to provide current status for various previously-submitted templates. Finally, Mr. Sorenson reviewed the various different ways that precise queries can be generated. 
· Things left to consider
· Tagging requirements
Mr. Sorenson expressed a desire to properly account that a delivery reconciles with a DNR, particularly in a firm service context. The subcommittee recognized that POR and source characteristics form part of the DNR, but in tagging the POR/POD exist, the sink can be mandated if within the BA, but the nature of the source listed on the DNR was undefined. The group was asked whether a precise source point would be required or whether the GCA (Generation Control Area) on the tag would suffice. Mr. Sorenson observed that the entity that controls the tag source name is registered with the BA, noting a concern that the ultimate tag source may differ from the DNR source. 
Mr. Pritchard shared the concern, but added that FERC Order No. 890 indicated that customers may sign agreements without knowing of ultimate source; he reiterated that, at a minimum, the GCA should be identified. He brought forward a related issue:  wherein one NSR covered multiple DNRs. 
An attendee suggested that the contract field for NITS be made up of the application reference number and the name of the resource supplying the energy, given that the transmission physical path was at issue, not the contract path, so the A-ref would provide enough information. 
The group noted that different rules applied to selling slice of system service on- and off-system, since off-system sales had to be identified to a generator. 
After providing an example, Mr. Sorenson stated that an A-ref tied to a resource name would prove a useful validation tool, agreeing that the MW reflected would more than likely differ from the current MW amount used on TSRs in the current environment. 
An attendee asked the following questions: whether a mechanism existed to permit a Transmission Customer to view the total NSR capacity in order to avoid confusion; and, what tagging requirements were envisioned for secondary network service. Responses were not captured.
· WEQ-013 Examples
The subcommittee created a list, captured on the Parking Lot.  

· Transition/Implementation plan

Mr. Wood asked for attendees to offer suggestions for consideration. The subcommittee created a list, captured on the Parking Lot.  The group took note that a NITS and PTP customer would need separate A-refs for each submission.
In discussing the changes to reservation and tagging processes, the subcommittee discussed whether conversion must be done simultaneously, or whether a gradual migration was possible. The group also briefly discussed whether the Transmission Customer or Transmission Provider should be responsible for converting reservations.
· Training

The subcommittee created a list, captured on the Parking Lot.  

· Queue time during NITS Application clarification

The group discussed whether, and, if so, when changes to an initial application may be submitted; 001-103.7 was opened. Mr. Sorenson asked which queue time should be assigned to a request to modify. The group agreed that post-COMPLETED requests deserved a submittal queue time, rather than the application queue time. The distinction was drawn to permit enumerated Transmission Provider approved modifications to receive the initial application queue time. 
Mr. Sorenson asked whether the group would prefer to permit a Transmission Provider to know whether a given action was performed by the Transmission Customer or an agent. The question was delayed until the next meeting. 
5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm Central. 

6. 
Attendees

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	James
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	NAESB
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	Etheredge
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	Southern Company

	Marie
	Knox
	MISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	James
	Manning
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	Lori 
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	Luke
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	Gail
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	MISO-Duke IE

	Alan
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	Entergy
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	Larry 
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	SPP
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	Southern Company

	Kathy
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	TVA
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