[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 – August 18-19, 2010
DATE:

September 8, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting 
Hosted by El Paso Western Pipeline in Colorado Springs, CO
August 18, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Mountain
August 19, 2010 from 9:00 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 added items to receive a WEQ Executive Committee (EC) meeting update and review the draft Implementation Plan before approving the motion to adopt the revised agenda without opposition.

Mr. Wood provided a summary of the most recent WEQ EC meeting. He noted that an extension of time had been granted to the subcommittee to complete its work on the NITS project, adding that the subcommittee was expected to have completed its work by the end of the 1Q 2011. In response to a question, he stated that Ms. McQuade of NAESB intended to inform the Commission of this delay in the near future. 

The group reviewed the Coordination Task Force presentation modified for OASIS subcommittee 8/18/10 document summarizing the anticipated direction of the coordination across multiple systems project. Ms. Otondo asked for volunteers to assimilate the document submitted by Mr. Green into the effort. In response to a question, Mr. Green described the overall project concept as permitting a Transmission Customer to see all pieces of a linked group before making a decision to buy service, with each provider making an independent determination. He further stated that the Transmission Customer submitting the linked group request would not lose queue position as it would today. He summarized his suggestion by stating that any subsequent Transmission Provider requesting service after a linked request should be provisionally denied, keep its queue position, and receive the transmission if the linked request is subsequently withdrawn. He welcomed assistance with developing the proposal, stating that it would remove randomness from the existing proposed process by addressing equity concerns for other requestors. 
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

a) Rollover rights (concept and clarification) 
Ms. Otondo opened the New NITS Master (with informal comments added) document and summarized its contents. The group began it review at WEQ 001-108. Throughout the meeting, modifications and comments were captured on the NITS Master Redlined work paper. The summary below is intended to supplement that record. 
 Mr. Sorenson stated that it was possible to consider these rights an extension to an existing agreement because each addition had to be a minimum of 5 years in duration in order to keep evergreen rights intact. The group discussed the various ways these rights are implemented. Ms. Otondo stated that the standard had been left this way in order to accommodate varied mechanisms throughout the country, adding that she maintained her support for flexible standards. Numerous attendees weighed in during an extended conversation on the subject. 
Mr. Sorenson expressed support for extending the stop time without the assignment of a new A-ref number. He added that, rather than repopulating everything, this update mechanism concept should be considered. Ms. Rehman asked whether 2.2 competition requirements would preclude this treatment. 

Ms. Bigelow asked how an entity could link a given extension to a specific DNR under this approach; she expressed her view that a request to rollover was more specific. She further expressed concern that specificity could be lost if the umbrella were simply extended. 
Mr. Saini stated that he was conceptually in favor of Mr. Sorenson’s minimum proposal, but suggested that the potential ramifications be more fully explored. 
Mr. Pritchard expressed concerns that the suggestion would lead to differing business practices an increase in litigation; he suggested that the Commission be consulted for clearer direction. He added that 2.2 of the OATT was inapplicable, reiterating his support for FERC guidance.  
Ms. Otondo stated a preference for a simple mechanism for renewal of service, without addressing rollover rights whatsoever. 
Ms. Rehman observed that the terms were fairly well defined within PTP contexts, adding that the proposed update mechanism has to link with, or address how, it relates with 2.2 competition requirements. 
Mr. Manning expressed interest in hearing a fuller proposal, but noted that he was concerned with rollovers being withheld because of “may be provided” wording as opposed to “shall be provided” wording. 
Mr. Pritchard stated that the varied mechanisms around the country seemed to provide an opportunity for standards development. He observed that, if the scope were to be restricted to renewal of service, the title and contents of section 108 needed to be adjusted. 
An attendee asked what the difference was between rollovers and renewals. Another attendee replied that rollover rights was a defined term, whereas renewal was a request type, limited to one year, offered by the Transmission Provider when the contract was first signed after winning a competition. 
Ms. Otondo made reference to Motions 38 and 43 on the NITS Motions document, noting that Motion 43 would need to be overturned if Mr. Sorenson’s approach were to be pursued. Mr. Sorenson stated that it seemed unworkable to permit a Transmission Customer to consider a resource ongoing and have it included in a forecast without an attestation that it would be an ongoing DNR. He added that the forecast/plan and designations needed to be joined somehow. A discussion ensued concerning plans and forecasts and differing implementations on different systems. 
The group discussed section 108 and the need to clarify that the section did not touch on transmission capacity allocation. The suggestion was made to call the section “Extension of Application Stop Time.” Discussion was held regarding where to insert the standard, with alternate possibilities ranging from section 105 to section 102. 
Mr. Williamson noted that any evaluation would be cursory because it was a right under 2.2. Ms. Bigelow and Ms. Knox stated that the proposal would not be workable for their respective organizations because under their administrative process, any extension would necessitate a detailed evaluation. An attendee noted that unexecuted service agreements needed to be considered. 
Ms. Otondo stated that a data set showing the correct stop time should be the focus of the standard, adding that the set of information needed to be updated to reflect business realities without re-entering identical data. Mr. McGovern drew a distinction between rollover of the entire service agreement and modification of a term of service; he recommended employing the simpler approach. 

Ms. Bigelow summarized the challenge as finding a method for addressing varying terms of DNRs under one umbrella agreement. Mr. Pritchard observed that the date and time under discussion would be found in the initial application for service, as opposed to the date and time of each subtemplate. 
Mr. Wood noted that the motion that would have normalized all stop times under the application had been rescinded. Mr. Sorenson stated that the discussion should be focused on the duration of the commitment the Transmission Customer to pay for service. In response to a question about evergreen agreements, the group agreed that a null value would be permitted. The group also wrote a provision addressing grandfathered agreements. Mr. Wood and Ms. Knox agreed to draft a proposed section for the subsequent meeting. 
b) PTP vs. NITS in current standards review
Ms. Rehman opened the PTP vs NITS in NAESB WEQ Standards V 02.1 - Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA document she had prepared prior to the meeting. She noted that the asterisks represented provisions applicable only to PTP service.  The subcommittee reviewed the document, using the Christina Notes from WEQ document created by Ms. Bigelow as a cross-reference. 
c) Rewrite of NITS WEQ-001-105-10 review
Review of this section was postponed until the next meeting.
d) Continuing review of informal comments
The group returned to a review of the New NITS Master (with informal comments added) document; any changes were captured on the NITS Master Redlined work paper. The review began with the general comments at the top of the document.

Mr. Pritchard stated that the number of piece parts or subtemplates was not identified, nor was their relationship to the overall application. He suggested that the group consider solidifying this aspect of the standards in the near future. The group agreed that the tables and WEQ 002 would be useful to this end. 
Discussion was held concerning whether or not to include an index to assist the user. An informal poll was taken, in which 5 attendees expressed support for the idea, whereas 4 were opposed. Mr. Culliton undertook to research whether an index could be included as a standard. 
e) Implementation Plan review
Mr. Pritchard presented the NITS Application data fields - implementation data required - 8/13/10 draft document, stating that Mr. Manning, Mr. Lee, and Ms. Rehman had created the document as a starting point for development of an Implementation/Transition plan for NITS on OASIS. He added that the group’s focus had been on identifying data elements required for NITS transactions on OASIS associated with existing Transmission Customers.  He then introduced the NAESB WEQ-002-5 10_ver 005 6 publication with proposed Implementation Plan changes for NITS 8/13/10 document, stating that it was a preliminary draft for a new 002-5.10 section. The subcommittees reviewed the document before discussion was held.
Ms. Otondo asked whether a process was needed to permit entities currently using TSRs to annul existing reservations. The group agreed that this was a useful suggestion. 

The group noted that this section was the only place where a requirement existed to post native load data. Ms, Otondo asked whether all data elements required for modification to service templates had been included in the table; the group agreed that it would, although not all data would be required. Mr. Pritchard observed that secondary network had not yet been included, adding that it was worth of consideration. The group was welcomed to submit comments via the email list; Mr. Pritchard thanked the subcommittee members for their efforts. 
f) NITS WEQ-002 & 003 review
Ms. Otondo opened the Draft NITS WEQ-002 and WEQ-003 Standards document and summarized its contents. She stated that a technical team would be convened to further the effort; she welcomed participation. Numerous suggestions were entertained and briefly discussed. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
Attendees agreed that the agenda for the next meeting should contain reviews of the following: informal comments, 105.10, NITS recommendation, and the Coordination Across Multiple Systems project. 
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:00 pm Mountain. 
5. 
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