[image: image1.png]0

I

0




North American Energy Standards Board

801 Travis, Suite 1675, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

via posting

TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
James Culliton, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee Meeting 
Final Minutes – July 20, 2010
DATE:
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Hosted by Midwest ISO in Carmel, IN

July 20, 2010 - 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
July 21, 2010 - 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

July 22, 2010 - 10:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before attendees introduced themselves in person and over the telephone. After a motion by Ms. Otondo, the subcommittee unanimously adopted the agenda as drafted. 

2. 
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
a) Review and incorporation of informal comments received by the subcommittee
Mr. Wood explained that he had incorporated all industry comments received into one comprehensive document. He opened the NITS Master (with informal comments added) and provided an overview of the document. Ms. Otondo stated that several conceptual questions needed to be addressed prior to the review of informal comments: 1) are minimum data requirements needed prior to receiving a queue time; 2) how should Transmission Provider business practices be addressed; 3) how should NSRs be implemented; 4) how should DNLs be implemented; and, 5) how should rollover rights be implemented. The group agreed to address these issues in turn. 

1) 
The group discussed the minimum requirements to receive a queue time using Comment A39 to introduce the issue; this proposal suggested leaving each Transmission Provider to establish the minimum requirements accepted on its system. In response to a question, Mr. Wood provided a summary of the existing conceptual framework for a NITS application. 
Ms. Otondo observed that, given that the OATT at 29.2 does not create requirements, she would be opposed to setting requirements. Mr. Saini suggested being silent in the standards regarding how queue time gets set; he made reference to Motion 9, as found on the NITS Motions document. Several attendees representing Transmission Customers expressed support for a minimum list to be set forth, noting concerns that a disparity in requirements across Transmission Providers would create a significant burden. The group noted that the establishment of a minimum list of requirements could be interpreted to set a ceiling on what a Transmission Provider may require. The group consulted the OATT for guidance. 

In response to a question, Mr. Wood summarized that two issues were in play: 1) whether minimum information should be required to start the application process (and receive a queue time); and, 2) what information would be necessary to arrive at a completed state. Ms. Otondo stated that the minimum information for a queue time should be a subset of what is required for a complete application, adding that the list in 29.2 of the OATT was applicable. The group noted that the wording at the beginning of 29.2 was ambiguous because either “completed application” or “application” could be understood to set the queue time. Ms. Rehman suggested asking guidance from the Commission in the form of an interpretation. 
Ms. Knox made Motion 66, as found on the NITS Motions document:

In response to Informal Comments reviewed in the July 20, 2010 related to this issue and consistent with Motion 9, the NAESB Business Practice Standards will not specify the minimum information required to submit a NITS Application and receive a queue time.
After a vote, this motion failed, with 4 in favor, 4 opposed, and 1 abstention. 

Mr. Pritchard asked whether there was merit in clarifying that a distinction exists between the initial application and the completed application, making reference to 001-102.1.2. The group decided to add “submittal of” for clarity and move 001-102.1.3.1 as a subset 001-102.1.2.1; the group also added “establishing a queue time” to clarify its intent. 
Mr. Manning observed that the modifications did not alleviate the concerns regarding variable requirements between Transmission Providers. Ms. Rehman made Motion 67, as found on the NITS Motions document: 

Accept language for sections WEQ-001-1.2 and 1.2.1 as follows:

001- 102.1.2
The Transmission Provider shall specify, through the posting of a Business Practice, the minimum information required for submittal of a NITS Application and establishing a queue time. 

001-102.1.2.1
OASIS shall set the queue time for the NITS Application to the time that the Eligible Transmission Customer submits the NITS Application, which shall set the status of the NITS Application to QUEUED.

After a vote, this motion failed, with 2 in favor, 2 opposed, and 2 abstentions. Mr. Manning made Motion 68, as found on the NITS Motions document:

Rescind Motion Number 9

Attendees consulted the meeting minutes from September 17, 2008 to determine whether a simple majority or balanced vote was needed to rescind the motion. Since a balance vote was used to create the motion originally, a balanced vote was required. In response to a question of whether the rescission of Motion 9 would establish a clear path afterwards toward either remaining silent or standardizing the issue. Ms. Otondo replied that the motion did not imply any future direction. The following captures the results of the balanced vote:
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	Transmission
	
	3
	3
	0
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	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
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	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Distribution/LSE
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	End Users
	
	
	0
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	Technology/Services
	
	
	0
	0
	0
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	IGO
	
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2

	Total
	 
	5
	5
	2
	4
	6


The vote failed by a margin of 4 to 2; Motion 9 was not rescinded. 
2) 
Participants began a discussion concerning the use of May vs. Shall in the standards in the NSR context. Ms. Otondo noted that the group had intentionally tried to keep the distinction in mind during the drafting process. Others in attendance observed that the effort had left the use of NSRs unclear. There was a question of whether to proceed standard-by-standard or whether to initiate a global change. Mr. Pritchard observed that a difference existed between an optional template and the idea that something may be mandatory if the option to choose that template is exercised. A separate document was created to discuss these situations in isolation; the scope was expanded to address all contexts where the Transmission Provider’s business practices were referenced. Mr. Pritchard offered to create a draft for the subcommittee’s review for presentation at the next day; attendees thanked him for his offer. 
3) 
The group began a discussion of NSRs using comment A191 as a starting point. Ms. Otondo mentioned the existence of three models: 1) not used; 2) used but Transmission Customer requests; and, 3) used but Transmission Provider makes a determination. She proposed setting forth these three paths and asking the Transmission Provider to select one option. The definition of NSR was consulted. 

Mr. True observed that it would be appropriate to establish whether an NSR is a financial right or a physical right. The group recognized that an NSR is not a capacity allocation and not a reservation; Mr. Wood stated that it is a mechanism used to verify tags. 

Further discussion was held concerning the definition of NSR. Ms. Rehman stated her understanding that it provided the same function as a demand check on a TSR, adding that the NSR acronym had been chosen to highlight this parallel function. Discussion was held regarding how NSRs would differ in implementation throughout the country because of differing system designs; in particular, the challenge posed by a hub system was noted. Ms. Otondo reiterated that each Transmission Provider was to treat network and native load within its own system in the same fashion, but that there was no requirement to treat network the same across the country. A new definition was drafted and imported into 001-105.7.1. This definition was captured at the beginning of the NITS Master Redlines 07/2210 document. 
The group discussed the structural placement of the NSRs, recognizing that agreement as to the linkage between NSRs and DNRs was needed. The group noted another outstanding issue: whether undesignation of a DNR required a relationship to load. 
Mr. Pritchard opened the Transmission Provider Requirement for Posting Business Practices Relating to NITS, Submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke Energy work paper he had created and provided a review of its contents. Throughout the subsequent review and discussion numerous changes were captured on the Transmission Provider requirement for posting Business Practices relating to NITS - A. Pritchard and TP Business Practice documents.

Ms. Rehman expressed concern that confusion could result if only NITS-specific Transmission Provider business practices were grouped in this manner; she expressed a preference that all business practices be grouped. The group understood that the assignment had been to assemble all references to business practices in order to assess when the action involved was optional and when mandatory. Ms. Rehman expressed a preference for 001-13.1.4 to serve as a centralized repository for such references. The group agreed to this conceptual approach. 

Participants reopened discussion of minimum requirements for submittals. Distinction was drawn between this language and the 29.2 requirements needed for a completed application. There was consensus that these were separate processes to be handled discretely in the standards. An attendee noted that an implied requirement already existed to post the business practices. The group noted that business practices were not required because the Transmission Provider could simply refer to the tariff. 

Attendees discussed whether to break out the NITS application submittal requirements from modification to service minimums, or whether to combine them. An attendee noted that each set of minimum requirements is oriented towards getting a queue time. Discussion was held concerning the merits of this suggestion. Wording was drafted and pasted into 001-105.1.5. In response to a question, Mr. Pritchard noted that a queue time for terminations was useful for queue order processing. 

Mr. Pritchard asked whether it would be possible for a Transmission Provider to require more information than what was required in the tariff. Attendees discussed 001-105.11.1 and 001-105.11.2. The subcommittee understood that no policy had been suggested by the Commission before deciding to eliminate these standards. 

Participants discussed what would result if one piece of a concomitant request were to be displaced. The group agreed that firm NITS, NSRs, and DNLs could not be displaced, whereas non-firm network and PTP could be displaced. Ms. Rehman mentioned an uncertain relationship existing between denial and displaced. She suggested a standard stating “displacement of one should result in annulment of both;” others disagreed. The subcommittee agreed to leave the question to the Transmission Provider’s business practices. 
The subcommittee discussed whether a validity check would happen before or after the acquisition of a queue time. 
After discussion, Pending changed to Presubmit throughout the document because of confusion created with other processes. Mr. Pritchard expressed concern that 001-102.1.1.2 could prove confusing. An attendee expressed concern with the fact that some Transmission Providers would not have expectations that differed from the tariff. The question was posed whether those who rely on the tariff have to post anything, or should they remain silent. 
The group consulted 001-102.1.3.1; an attendee suggested that “upon verification that minimum requirements are met, OASIS shall set the queue time.” The distinction between a computer minimum check (as approved by oasis) and a viability check (as approved by a person) was discussed. Mr. Wood stated that he envisioned the computer check to assign a queue time, with a subsequent deficient, invalid, or completed decision to be made by a person. The group observed that the Commission had provided no guidance regarding how much time should be allotted for clearing up deficiencies. 
The attendees discussed 001-102.4.1 and whether the standards should be explicit about how the Transmission Provider determined sufficiency.  Mr. Manning reiterated that some entities would like a bright-line rule to determine invalidity/deficiency. 
Regarding 001-105.10.2, Ms. Otondo asked whether non-firm PTP information could share the same process as secondary NITS. Mr. Wood replied that costs/price negotiation were needed in NITS; Mr. Pritchard replied that a sink designation was required in NITS to reflect the LSE. Other attendees cited other differences. A conceptual discussion was held concerning whether to create a new template structure given these differences; the subcommittee decided to create a new one for NITS. Mr. Pritchard suggested the inclusion of a sunset to prevent transmission capacity hoarding. He added that, although FERC had addressed this issue in the firm context through the contract requirement, no mechanisms existed to prevent customers from tying up a queue. Mr. Womack mentioned certain mechanisms used at his organization to minimize the possibility. Another attendee suggested that the queued transmission capacity could be reduced to the scheduled amount within 24 hours. The subcommittee recognized that this was a key fairness issue and merited further discussion. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The group agreed to discuss NSRs, DNRs, and rollover rights at the subsequent meeting prior to addressing informal comments. Numerous assignments were confirmed by subcommittee volunteers. 
4.
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:00pm Eastern. 
5.
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