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TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
James Culliton, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Final Minutes – June 7-9, 2011
DATE:

July 20, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT
OASIS Subcommittee Meeting

Hosted by Black Hills Corporation in Rapid City, SD
June 7, 2011 from 8:00 AM to 3:00 PM Mountain
June 8, 2011 from 8:00 AM to 3:00 PM Mountain
June 9, 2011 from 8:00 AM to 12:00 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, the subcommittee approved the motion to adopt the revised agenda without opposition. 

2. Consent Agenda – Adoption of Draft Minutes

The subcommittee reviewed draft minutes from the April 14-15, 2011 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline May 12-13, 2011 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline  May 24, 2011 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline, each in turn. The subcommittee voted without opposition to approve each set of redlined draft minutes as final subcommittee minutes. 
3.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Review WEQ-002

· Review Paul’s work paper for completeness and consistence with WEQ-001

Mr. Sorenson provided a review of the WEQ-002 NITS - work in progress 6/6/11 Submitted by P. Sorenson, OATI document, concentrating on modifications not discussed at the previous meeting and/or updated since that meeting. During the course of the review, the subcommittee captured its consensus treatment of open items on the WEQ-002 Redline document.
Mr. Sorenson asked whether the template referring to the entity that last modified the report indicate the last Transmission Provider, Transmission Customer, or either. The subcommittee decided that it should indicate the last entity (either should be captured). 
The group discussed the importance of tracking A-refs, especially in light of tagging considerations. 

Regarding Comment P89, the group held discussion of how to organize plants, unit and groups. The group noted the difficulty of mapping plants into groups, as well as defining the aggregate of plants. The subcommittee recognized that Units-Plants-Groups was generally understood as a hierarchical description, but that part of a plant may belong to a different group. The group discussed this challenge, given that Plant is an important level for tagging because it permits variation in individual units. The option of using GEN_NAME at the plant level was suggested; participants recognized that this would offer some usefulness for undesignation of internal slice of system. Mr. Sorenson stated that three structural options seemed to exist: 1) leave as two-tier; 2) put in a 3rd tier, but not define it; 3) put in a 3rd tier as a more defined data structure. 
Mr. Pritchard noted that near real-time generation information was being fed into the Interchange Distribution Calculator (IDC), so an ability to correlate those near real-time generator feeds with the designations was needed. Ms. Wesley stated that for Parallel Flow Visualization (PFV): 1) the unit will likely be the selected level; 2) numbers were best as opposed to letters. Mr. Pritchard stated that when tagging at a system level, a need to identify units existed; he reiterated a need to develop cross-referencing ability. 

Mr. Sorenson stated that easiest solution from a technical perspective would be to identify individual pieces of generation and permit those pieces to be associated with at most one group. He added that, under this structure, when a removal happens, the removal is attributable to the members of that group. He reinforced the need to describe both aggregate groups, and a more granular reference point. Ms. Franz offered support for the unit-level identification capability. The group discussed sharing of generation from a given unit and how joint ownership could ratchet up and down. 
The subcommittee decided to leave the structure as a two-tier process, which would permit GEN_NAME to apply to either a unit or a plant. The group noted that this decision could be affected by the direction the PFV project takes at NERC. 

Under Comment P115, Mr. Pritchard expressed a level of concern should too many items remain optional. Mr. Sorenson suggested using the registered source name in this context; Mr. Pritchard stated that the names could differ, suggesting that the registered source control area and corresponding treatment to the sink be captured. 
The subcommittee heard that in the Western Interconnect, an issue existed wherein entities may have limited capacity to bring energy in, but may have off-system generation capacity in excess of the transmission capacity. Ms. Anderson confirmed that multiple generation resources could exist behind a single point of receipt; she requested the ability to designate as much generation as possible. She added that the current structure seemed to exclude this functionality because it assigned transmission capacity to a particular resource. The group recognized that this issue related to an issue relating to NSRs: if aggregation comes from NSRs, it is conceivable that an NSR could appear that represents rights from a DNR that has been undesignated. 

An attendee noted that a registered source name cannot be used because a contract does not have an associated name, rather an associated GCA. Ms. Anderson stated that from a DNR perspective, whether the generation is sourced from a GCA or a specific unit seemed irrelevant. She added that the important requirement was that it be firm at the location title transfers.  An attendee asked for confirmation that the location of generation was irrelevant when it goes through a hub; Ms. Anderson reiterated that the key consideration was that a firm transmission path existed from the point of title. The group agreed to leave the item optional to permit regional variances in system design. 
Regarding Comment 121, the group agreed to record the NERC curtailment priority both in this context and with NSRs. 
The group discussed whether load forecasts were proprietary; differences of opinion existed, to some degree depending on the granularity of the forecast in question. The group decided that putting load forecast information on OASIS would reveal competitive information and should be masked, remarking that the masking would serve as a disincentive to under- or over- report forecast data. 
· Review WEQ-003

· Review WEQ-003 portion of the NITS recommendation document for consistency and completeness with WEQ-001 and WEQ-002

Mr. Sorenson presented the WEQ-003 NITS - work in progress 6/8/11 Submitted by P. Sorenson, OATI document prepared prior to the meeting. He suggested that, for the upcoming informal comment period, certain options existed as to what parts of WEQ 003 were ready to receive comments. The group agreed to only release additions (not revisions), as captured on the WEQ-003 Redline document. 
· Review WEQ-013

· Review JT’s work paper 

Mr. Wood opened the WEQ 013 Preliminary Draft Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA document for review. The group agreed to certain modifications, captured on the NITS WEQ-013 Redline document; comments in the margins were entered for changes in numerous standards. 

A change was made to WEQ 013-101 to clarify the role of the Transmission Provider and the intended applicability of the WEQ 13 standards. 

The subcommittee confirmed that dynamic notification, found at 001-6.2.10.3, was still an important feature. 
The group arranged 013-101.4 in processing order, using the latest NITS application state diagram as a reference.

The group discussed how the various flow diagrams interacted with 013.2.6.1 wording, affirming their prior decision to follow the same principle used in PTP of crafting a WEQ 013 narrative around the diagrams. 
Mr. Sorenson suggested that for NITS transactions processing, at the highest level there are states that get acted upon through communications between Transmission Customer and Transmission Provider. He suggested agreeing upon a list of which key processes needed to be documented in WEQ 013; these key processes were written onto the NITS Parking Lot Redline.
· Review State Diagrams

· Review Pete’s work papers for consistency and completeness with WEQ-001 and WEQ-002
Mr. Lee asked the group to share its opinion as to which aspects of the existing PTP diagram had proven successful, as well as what information was essential to articulate in the NITS version. He noted that, as NITS and PTP template structures were quite different, a direct transfer of displayed information from one context to the other was not possible.  
The group offered Mr. Lee its insights and suggestions. Mr. Lee presented the NITS Transaction Template Usage Diagram 6/7/11 Submitted by P. Lee, BPA document and asked for comments. Several suggestions were made, to which the subcommittee agreed; Mr. Lee agreed to implement the changes. 
· Add to NITS Recommendation and get ready for informal comment period

The subcommittee agreed to insert a new paragraph into 002-5.10.1 on the NITS Recommendation NITS Recommendation Redline document. 
Mr. Sorenson noted several changes needed to the transstatus template to accommodate SAMTS. These changes were entered as redlines (the entire chart replacing the existing chart) for the SAMTS formal comments, before being written into the NITS recommendation as black lines for the NITS project.
· Review NITS Parking Lot

· Review to make sure that NITS subject matter has been covered

The subcommittee agreed to the approach suggested in the following email read aloud by Mr. Sorenson: “OS and JT, attached is the recommendation that went out with our previous major update to WEQ-001, 002, 003, 013.  In that recommendation, the recommendation itself just referred to ‘n’ attachments which each dealing with a specific WEQ standard (001, 002, etc.).  I think this is by far a superior approach to dealing with our current NITS recommendation that is VERY large.  It also lets us not have to constantly try to merge documents that are under development independently and by different authors.”

The group noted that the NSR does not carry a state because it is subordinate to the DNR; a note was made to change 105.5.2.
4.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The group agreed to reevaluate NITS work prior to release for an informal comment period during the next meeting before reviewing all SAMTS formal comments.  
5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 1:00pm Central on July 9. 
6. 
Attendance
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