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TO:
Interested Industry Parties

FROM: 
James Culliton, NAESB Counsel
RE:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Final Minutes – August 2-4, 2011
DATE:

July 27, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT
OASIS Subcommittee Meeting

Hosted by PJM in Philadelphia, PA
August 2, 2011 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
August 3, 2011 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

August 4, 2011 from 10:00 AM to 1:00 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 phone. After a review of the draft agenda, the subcommittee approved the motion to adopt the agenda without opposition. 

2. Consent Agenda – Adoption of Draft Minutes

The subcommittee reviewed draft meeting minutes from June 1-2, June 16, June 20-22, June 29, and July 11, 2011. Minor grammatical corrections were made on each document before Ms. Wesley moved that the draft minutes be adopted as final. The motion carried without opposition. 
3. Review WEQ 2011 Annual Plan Recommendations
· WEQ AP 2(a)(iv)(1)
Mr. Wood opened the WEQ AP 2aiv1 Recommendation and provided a summary of its contents. Certain clerical modifications were captured on the WEQ AP 2aiv1 Recommendation Redline work paper. Mr. Pritchard made a motion to adopt the recommendation, as amended during the meeting, and send it out for a formal 30-day industry comment period. The motion carried without opposition. 
· WEQ AP 5(a)

Mr. Wood opened the WEQ AP 5a Recommendation document and provided a summary of its contents. He called attention to the fact that the Section 2.5 and 2.6.1/2.6.2 suggestions had not been implemented, the former because it is already found in the data dictionary, and the latter because it has been upper-cased. The group made certain modifications to the introduction, as captured on the WEQ AP 5a Recommendation Redline work paper. 

Discussion was held as to whether Eligible Customer and Transmission Customer are both necessary terms. The suggestion was made that Transmission Customer be deleted because it is not relevant to ancillary services before the group agreed to add TSIP. A new introduction and applicability section was drafted for each WEQ section.

Mr. Saini moved to adopt the recommendation, as modified during the meeting, and send the recommendation out for a 30-day formal comment period; the motion passed without opposition.
· WEQ AP 7(a)
Mr. Wood opened the WEQ AP 7a Recommendation document and summarized its contents. Discussion was held as to whether one business day would be too restrictive in certain contexts. Throughout the discussion, consensus modifications were captured on the WEQ AP 7a Recommendation Redline work paper. 

The group recognized that this one-day limitation would not be practicable in certain circumstances. The suggestion was made to establish “within one business day or as soon as feasibly possible” as the requirement. The group agreed to this suggestion before also agreeing to add “within 5 days” to ensure that the response period could not stretch indefinitely. Ms. Etheredge made a motion to adopt the recommendation, as amended during the meeting, and send it out for a formal 30-day industry comment period. The motion carried without opposition.
· WEQ AP 7(b)
Mr. Wood opened the WEQ AP 7b Recommendation and summarized its contents. The group held discussion of the intent of the Commission and the affect of the proposed new wording. During the course of the discussion, certain changes were captured on the WEQ AP 7b Recommendation Redline work paper. 

Mr. Lee made reference to FERC Order No. 890-A at Paragraph 510, footnote 196. Attendees discussed the meaning and intended frequency of biennial assessments and associated waivers. Attendees did not share an understanding of the meaning of the waiver provision, through which a Transmission Provider waives its right to perform an assessment. Certain participants understood the waiver to be absolute for the subsequent two years, whereas others understood the waiver to be limited to permit an assessment under certain circumstances. 

Mr. Lee stated that his organization understands the benefit to the Transmission Customer to be that conditions will not change for the 2 years subsequent to an assessment. Other participants understood the benefit to be that the assessments be performed regularly, such that an assessment by a Transmission Provider would not be permitted until 2 years from the granting of a waiver. Mr. Lee expressed his understanding that a Transmission Provider would not waive the right to perform an assessment for the subsequent two years. Ms. Etheredge observed that Paragraph 585 also contained relevant provisions.
Mr. Sorenson suggested that the Transmission Provider’s waiver could incorporate a future study date, if less than 2 years distant. Mr. Saini stated that not providing notice of future reassessment timing (if less than 2 years distant) could be harmful to Transmission Customers. Mr. Lee reiterated his interpretation that a Transmission Customer had a right to be insulated from having more than one assessment every two years, adding that reasonable notice of assessment could be provided if changed circumstances demanded an assessment less than two years from the waiver. Ms. Etheredge stated her understanding that FERC Order No. 898 required the coordination of biennial reassessments with the Transmission Customer with regard to rollover rights; Mr. Saini also made reference to FERC Order No. 676-E at Paragraph 669. 
The subcommittee discussed several mechanisms to address the issue, among them the possibility of changing data elements in WEQ-003. Mr. Lee undertook to review the issue further and report back to the subcommittee with a proposal. The subcommittee noted that the issue was not of great urgency, although completion during 4Q 2011 was targeted. The Annual Plan Rankings Redline work paper was modified to formalize this assignment to Mr. Lee. 
4. 2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS (informal review)

· Review NITS Recommendation
The subcommittee began its review of informal industry comments received pertaining to the NITS on OASIS project. This review began with comment submitted by NYISO. 

Mr. Wood opened the NYISO document and reviewed its contents. After brief discussion, the subcommittee decided that the modification suggested in the comments had been addressed through the draft recommendation to Annual Plan Item 5(a), which had been approved by motion earlier in the meeting. This disposition was noted on the NYISO Comments - OS Responses document.  
Mr. Wood opened the document jointly submitted by MISO, PJM, IESO, ISO New England, and NYISO. Ms. Knox provided a review of the written comments. During the course of the review, the subcommittee’s consensus dispositions were noted on the MISO ISEO ISONE PJM NYISO Comments - OS Responses work paper. 

While discussing whether it was feasible to accommodate the suggestion to insert an example of how the OASIS interface may appear, the group consulted 013-109.1and 013.4.1.6.1. The group determined that such an example would not be practicable. 
Discussion was held regarding the definition of Applicant and the related suggestions made in the comments. After recognizing that Applicant currently applies only to WEQ-012, which addresses PKI standards, the group decided to adopt the suggestion. Mr. Wood undertook to consult with NAESB staff regarding the mechanics of implementing this proposed change.  In addition, the group discussed the interrelation between the terms Eligible Transmission Customer and Network Customer; the group agreed that upon signing a network service agreement, the Eligible Transmission Customer becomes a Network Customer. 

Discussion was held regarding the intended functionality of the presubmittal workspace. An item was added to the Parking Lot, captured at Parking Lot Redline, to prompt further discussion of whether multiple presubmittal workspaces may coexist. 

Discussion was held relating to the suggestion of incorporating a cost-benefit analysis into the NITS standard development process. The group noted that this approach has not been implemented in prior standard development efforts. Mr. Saini observed that, although not formally considered, the cost-benefit perspective is often a background consideration during development initiatives. Mr. Pritchard stated that if the idea were to be pursued, it should be raised at the WEQ Executive Committee level in order to gain a broader cross-subcommittee perspective.
Mr. Wood opened the comments submitted by Progress Energy. After brief discussion of the new Commission requirements for putting network service on OASIS, the subcommittee’s responses were captured on the PGN Comments - OS Responses document. 
Mr. Wood opened the comments submitted by TVA. Discussion was held relating to the granularity of load forecasts and the geographic matching of resource to load. Further discussion was held stemming from certain tagging concerns. Throughout the review, all subcommittee responses were captured on the TVA Comments - OS Responses work paper. Several attendees stated that auxiliary transmission had never been intended as a tag validation mechanism. Discussion was held regarding DNR reservations at the time of designation. FERC Order No. 890 at Paragraph 1434 was cited as an indication that the Transmission Customer firm attestation is sufficient; the group recognized that Transmission Provider across the country may attach additional requirements for determining available capacity. 

Mr. Wood opened the comments submitted by Duke Energy. Mr. Pritchard reviewed the written comments for the group. During the course of this review, the subcommittee’s responses were captured on the Duke Energy Comments - OS Responses work paper. In addition, certain issues were captured on the Parking Lot for future discussion. 
Discussion was held as to whether e-Tag field should be incorporated if changes were anticipated; this issue was added to the Parking Lot. The question of whether the Transmission Provider monitors/assigns capacity, or whether the Transmission Customer monitors/requests capacity was also captured for future discussion. 
The group discussed the possible uses for the NSR template and the circumstances in which they could be applied. The discussion led to a broader discussion of whether there was value in developing a standard way to address requesting/assigning unrequested capacity. There was a level of recognition that there would be benefits to making this consistent across Transmission Providers. Mr. Pritchard noted the need to address whether NSR is a request type and whether the request to use NSRs in insufficient capacity contexts was appropriate. He added that, as written, NSRs would be required if the total capacity requested were unavailable. Mr. Sorenson observed that two levels of granularity concerning NSRs seemed to exist: 1) is the NSR a right on an interface that is an aggregate of DNRs at a given point that would serve as a gatekeeper facilitating the resolution of constraints to specific loads; and/or, 2) is the NSR a specific delivery of specific resource to specific load. He added that most Transmission Providers have indicated that this latter level of granularity would not be used, but that the former would be useful. The question was not resolved. 
Mr. Wood opened the comments submitted by Southern Company and provided a review of their content. As discussion was held during the review, consensus treatment of comments was captured on the Southern Recommendation Comments - OS Responses, Southern WEQ-000 Comments - OS Responses, and Southern WEQ-001 Comments - OS Responses work papers. Discussion was held relating to whether an Eligible Transmission Customer was permitted to request secondary network at the time of the initial application (001-105.3). After discussion, the group determined that this would not be possible because an Eligible Transmission Customer does not have a DNR to undesignated at the time of the initial application.
Mr. Wood opened the documents submitted by BPA; Mr. Lee provided a review of the written comments, in turn. During the course of this review, the subcommittee’s responses were captured on the BPA WEQ-001 Comments - OS Responses, BPA WEQ-002 Comments - OS Responses, and BPA WEQ-013 Comments - OS Responses work papers, as appropriate. After some discussion, the group agreed that redesignation of load should be renamed as designation of network load. Relating to the third comment in WEQ-001, Mr. Sorenson observed that the standard in question was subordinate to the provision announcing that any evergreen rights had already been forfeited. In regard to WEQ-002, the group agreed that putting a resource into a forecast does not rise to the level of a resource application, unless the practice has been specifically authorized by the Commission.
Mr. Wood opened the PPL EnergyPlus comments. After a review, the subcommittee agreed that the comments were not standard-specific questions responding to the work product posted for comments. After discussion, the co-chairs agreed that the concerns and issues raised in the comments had already been incorporated into the framework for NITS on OASIS, or elsewhere in the WEQ standards. Each co-chair welcomed more specific comments and participation as the standards are further developed, before writing subcommittee responses on the PPL EnergyPlus Comments - OS Responses work paper. 

Mr. Wood opened the comments submitted by Entergy. Mr. Saini provided a review of the written comments, during which subcommittee responses were captured on the Entergy WEQ-001 Comments - OS Responses, Entergy WEQ-002 Comments - OS Responses, Entergy WEQ-003 Comments - OS Responses, and Entergy WEQ-013 Comments - OS Responses work papers, as appropriate. Numerous changes were reserved for the wordsmithing phase of the informal comment review. 
Discussion was held regarding comment N17’s question of the use of the phrase “in a timely manner” in 002-4.5. The subcommittee noted that the phrase came directly from the Commission. Several attendees stated that hard deadlines do not seem to be good for either party. Mr. Saini suggested insertion of a proposal to send notice that, if not remedied within one week, the request would be removed by the Transmission Provider. He added that this would provide some flexibility to the Transmission Provider. The group noted that timeliness was often seasonally variable, and also varied between providers. Mr. Saini suggested that the provision should be placed into each Transmission Provider’s business practices to permit each Transmission Provider to establish its level of certainty desired. Mr. Pritchard made reference to NITS Motion 5, which had established a 15-day hard deadline to both provider and customer, before noting that NITS Motion 44 had rescinded NITS Motion 5. The group discussed the three available options, identified as: 1) establish a hard deadline; 2) keep as “timely manner”; 3) move to provider business practices. After numerous attendees expressed reservations about hard deadlines, thus option was removed from consideration. An informal poll was taken, which favored keeping “timely manner” by 6 votes to 1 vote. 
Discussion was held relating to comment N18. The group recognized that Transmission Providers have the latitude to establish the minimum information that is required to receive a queue time on their systems. The subcommittee decided that the suggestion would be contrary to this previously agreed-upon flexibility for determining the sufficiency of an application. In order to clarify the process, a reference to the relevant standard was added. 
Discussion was held regarding comment EC28 and its issue with “significant change.” Mr. Williamson suggested changing to “material modification,” because this term is defined in the OATT. Ms. Etheredge noted that that term had been used in the interconnection context. Mr. Lee asked whether each Transmission Provider should be left to determine sufficiency. The group agreed to revisit the question during the wordsmithing phase of comment review. 
5. Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
Mr. Pritchard confirmed that no attendees had issues that they wished the co-chairs to raise during the presentation to the WEQ EC in mid-August. The subcommittee agreed to continue the review and incorporation of informal industry comments from WEQ-001, -002, -003, and -013. The co-chairs confirmed that the NITS on OASIS project is currently targeted for completion by the OASIS subcommittee during the first week of September 2011. 
6. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:58pm Eastern. 
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