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OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by PJM Interconnection in Norristown, PA

June 8, 2010 - 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern
June 9, 2010 - 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

June 10, 2010 - 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed attendees 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 discussion of a future meeting was added as an agenda item, the motion to adopt the revised agenda passed unanimously.

2. 
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
a) Discussion on posting of ATC impacts including posting of rollover rights ATC impacts (see 2010 AP 2.b.i.1)
Ms. Otondo explained that the Annual Plan item had its origins in FERC Order No. 890. She further explained that the subcommittee was charged with deciding what, if anything, should be posted for ATC. She stated that her organization would use the NSR posting to show ATC impacts, adding that she would remain open to other mechanisms if other organizations decided not to follow a similar implementation. 

During a discussion of grandfathered agreements, Mr. Harmon explained that since flow-based entities aggregate everything, an idea would be to post grandfathered agreements that were expected to be scheduled. He added that the list would also be posted in a separate place, not as an aggregate number. 
Mr. Wood noted that for some entities, the NSR would be identical to ATC impacts, permitting the posting to occur through NSRs. He added that for entities that do not have this relationship, systemdata was a possible mechanism. He also stated that an entity should not be required to post the information twice. Mr. Harmon observed that many units exist in a capacity sense, meaning they are offering to run, but this does not mean that they will clear either the reserve market or the energy market. 
In response to a question, Ms. Otondo stated that TSRs would no longer be used for network service once the NITS project is put on OASIS. Mr. manning asked how the contract would be unraveled and turned away from a PTP TSR; Ms. Otondo replied that the change would affect the software application, not the underlying rights and obligations. Mr. Saini asked how the TSR conversion would occur. The subcommittee agreed to add this as an item for discussion for the next meeting. 
The group further discussed the posting of NSRs. Mr. Harmon stated that he did not see the need to post anything, adding that from his organization’s perspective network load is to be served from many generators in the footprint. In response to a question, Ms. Otondo stated that the reason this information is needed was to allow transparency to determine the ETCs within an ATC calculation. Ms. Rehman clarified that the desire was to see the network service component of the ETC that gets calculated in ATC. Ms Otondo stated that issues could arise because the Commission had required the posting of ETC. The group further discussed the original intent that NSRs be optional mechanisms, except for specified paths. Mr. Saini made reference to the MOD 30 NERC standards, adding that it could be quite challenging to calculate the network impact on each flowgate. 
Mr. Pritchard asked whether the NSR could be used in special cases, such as when a Transmission Customer desired to use the same transmission capacity for multiple DNRs. Mr. Wood stated that because the NSR template structure had been set up for a multiple to multiples, this use was possible. He added that the NSR was intended to be a flexible mechanism adaptable to multiple Transmission Provider implementations. After consulting 105.7.3, the group agreed that additional clarification was needed whether this applied to non-designated network service. The group also recognized that the NSR mechanism could be used to identify firm and non-firm intra-BA tags. 
Mr. Wood summarized that the three options available were to post to systemdata, post to NSR, or not post anywhere. Extended discussion was held expressing the merits of each option. 
Ms. Rehman stated that the NSR should be better defined prior to holding a vote on a direction; she added that it was as yet unclear exactly what the mechanism would be. 
Ms. Otondo opened the NITS Motions Clean document. Mr. Saini offered a motion, seconded by Ms. Rehman, which effectively stated that no posting requirement would exist; attendees offered numerous friendly amendments during the discussion. There was lack of consensus whether internal GTL had an ATC impact. The proponents of the motion held that posting of ATC/AFC impacts of network service should not occur, as it would be difficult to determine the impact of network service on each flowgate/path while there are no requirements in Commission orders or NERC standards for such posting.
A vote was held on the following Motion 64, as captured on the Motions - Redlined work paper: 
NAESB Business Practice Standards will not require posting the impact of network service on any path/flowgate.
The motion passed, with 8 attendees in favor, 3 opposed, and 1 abstention. 

b) Discussion and vote on rescission of WEQ OASIS Motion 40

Ms. Otondo introduced the topic, stating her reasons for rescinding Motion 40. She noted that it could prevent her organization from administering rollover rights for its Transmission Customers. She further noted that there was no OATT requirement to include a stop time. She asked whether a Transmission Customer with multiple resources would have to re-attest each time. She clarified that she was not trying to restrict a Transmission Provider’s rights, merely that it would be difficult to administer on OASIS. 
Ms. Bigelow expressed support for the rescission, stating that if a Transmission Customer renegotiates a power contract with only 2 years left on the NITSA they would lose their rollover rights. 
Ms. Rehman asked whether Ms. Otondo was asking for an option for a DNR to have a stop time outside the bounds of the NITSA. Ms. Otondo replied that, in effect, this was what she was asking for. Mr. Lee asked for and received confirmation that the effect of the rescission of Motion 40 would not prevent a Transmission Provider from aligning a NITSA with a DNR stop time. 

A vote was held whether to rescind Motion 40; the motion passed without opposition, with 11 attendees in favor, none opposed, and two abstentions.

c) Discussion of aggregation/disaggregation of network service

Ms. Otondo expressed a desire to split transfers out from aggregation/disaggregation processes. She suggested that aggregation/disaggregation be addressed later, through a different NAESB WEQ Annual Plan item. Ms. Otondo opened the NITS Parking Lot Clean document during an extended discussion. Mr. McGovern expressed strong support for the inclusion of a certain functionality affecting the ability to disaggregate and reaggregate with different Transmission Customers without the need for an additional study and without losing queue position; his issue was written onto the Parking Lot - Redlined for future discussion. Among his concerns was that a restudy could expose a municipal entity or co-op to build new transmission because the results of the study. Numerous attendees expressed support that a study not be permitted. Other attendees expressed concerns that some level of due diligence should be required. 
The group decided to remove Section 109 (dealing with transfers and aggregation/disaggregation) and handle these issues at a later date. 

d) Discussion and drafting of Section 106

Ms. Otondo opened the Draft NITS Section 106-Concomitant document and summarized its content. The subcommittee began a review of the draft standards; throughout the course of this review, numerous modifications were made and comments added, as captured on the Section 106 - Redlined work paper. 
The definition of concomitant was discussed. The suggestion was made that at the core, concomitant referred to individual requests that are linked and will be studied together and have a bearing on each other. Another suggestion was made that the relationship was more causal, in the sense that the granting of one was reliant on the other first being confirmed. 
The subcommittee made reference to FERC Order No. 890 at Paragraphs 1541 and 1542. The subcommittee understood the Commission’s intent to be that a Transmission Customer would not have to release network until it had a confirmed PTP for an off-system sale. 
Ms. Rehman stated that she was unsure what the template structure would be, but that, at a minimum, it should include a reattestation along with the redesignation. She directed attendees to page 916 of FERC Order No. 890 (pdf version) at item (3). Mr. Wood noted that the technical team had an action item to develop concomitantly requested/evaluated requests, which including the PTP request number. The subcommittee agreed that any request for concomitant evaluation must include an undesignation. 

Discussion was held whether this undesignation could be temporary or permanent. Mr. Pritchard stated that FERC Order No. 890-B at Paragraph 189 stated that permanent undesignations did not need concomitant processing.  After extended discussion of the difference between a concomitant evaluation and a cluster study process, the issue was added to the Parking Lot. 
Ms. Otondo asked whether the concomitant evaluation applied to both loads and resources. After some discussion, the group agreed that it applied only to resources.  
After discussion, Mr. Pritchard stated that the subcommittee should focus on accommodating an undesignation from a unit for a Transmission Customer that would permit a firm off-system sale. 
Mr. Wood stated that an issue existed as to whether multiple undesignations could be bundled into one PTP sale; effectively, whether multiple undesignations could be requested to form part of the same concomitant request for a single PTP request. This issue was debated before being added to the Parking Lot. Significant concern was expressed by numerous participants about managing these types of requests at volume. 

The group discussed the processing limitations that surround evaluating such concomitant requests, concentrating on the number of independent variables and whether too many variables would result in a process that was unmanageable within a reasonable time constraint. Numerous attendees suggested that FERC’s intent was to have one undesignation released for one firm off-system sale. Reference was made to FERC Order No. 890-B at Paragraph 30.3 (v).  

Substantial discussion was held concerning the ability of a Transmission Customer to counteroffer in the concomitant context; the ability to counteroffer was understood to be beneficial to both counterparties, but significant obstacles were discussed as to how the process could be managed. Among the questions discussed were how best to accommodate the fact that transmisison was usually sold in block increments that may not match with system availability and whether competition rules applied, and, if so, how. 
Discussion was held surrounding FERC Order No. 890 at Paragraphs 1587 and 1588; the subcommittee expressed confusion over the two sets of expectations. 
Mr. True expressed support for a counteroffer/rebid ability, noting that Transmission Providers in the eastern and western parts of the country have differing sets of guidelines that would make this essential. Significant discussion was held relating to how different systems are structured. Ms. Bigelow noted that FERC Order No. 890-B at Paragraphs 205-208 address the question. Mr. Pritchard noted that FERC Order No. 890-D permitted the use of network to serve off-system load in certain contexts, as opposed to PTP, which is the more typical use. The subcommittee noted the need to consider this possibility more carefully. 
After extended debate, the subcommittee agreed that only a single undesignation for a single PTP or NITS sale would be permitted; the decision was captured on the Parking Lot. 

The discussion returned to the question of whether counteroffers would be permitted. The suggestion was made that counteroffers be permitted but not required, meaning that each Transmission Provider could choose whether to permit counteroffers on its system. Discussion was held as to the merits of this approach. The group recognized that counters may be required in some contexts, so, at a minimum, a template needed to be available. 

Mr. Wood opened the NITS Master - Redlined document. Discussion was held whether the concomitant section should follow the same structure and level of detail as the DNR/DNL sections. The question of whether concomitant needed to be added to the timing table, state table, and NITS working table was also considered. Mr. Wood undertook to review the structure of the existing draft standards to determine whether the concomitant context would be amenable to this structure. 

The group recognized that concomitant was merely a linking mechanism used to connect existing request structures, not a stand-alone structure. The group achieved consensus that a few paragraphs would cover concomitant requests. 
Discussion was held whether automation could aid the use of coordinated queue times for the concomitant requests. Extended discussion was held regarding the difficulties associated with processing requests to be studied concomitantly that are submitted at different times. Mr. Saini suggested that the undesignation and PTP/NITS requests be required to be submitted simultaneously if they are to be studies concomitantly. After an extended discussion, the subcommittee decided that the simultaneous submission be drafted, with the opportunity for considered comment during the impending informal comment window. 
Sections 001-106, 001-106.1.1, 001-106.1.2, and 001-106.1.3 were drafted.  
The subcommittee made numerous changes to Table 4-a, as captured on the work paper. Corresponding changes were made, as necessary, to affected standards. 

3. Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
Ms. Otondo stated that the goal was to release the draft standards for comment at the end of the June 17 meeting. The subcommittee reviewed assignments and planned the agenda for the next meeting. 
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 11:54am Eastern. 
5. Attendees
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	Kathy
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	James
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	PJM
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	Duke Energy
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	MISO
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	Entergy
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	True
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