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WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Conference Call
October 12, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
October 13, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

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 group added an agenda item to review WEQ 001-108, which deals with rollovers, and postponed the review of WEQ-002 and WEQ-003 until the following meeting. Ms. Otondo made a motion that the revised agenda be adopted; the motion carried without opposition. 

2.
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
a) Continuing review of informal comments
Attendees began by reviewing the question posed by Duke Energy, as captured in the NITS Parking Lot document. After brief discussion, the group agreed to address the question during the reviews of WEQ-002 and WEQ-013. This decision was captured on the NITS Parking Lot - Revised document. 
Mr. Wood opened the NITS Informal Comments, which contained the assimilated informal industry comments. The group began to review comments at 001-105.6.2. Throughout the course of the review, the subcommittee wrote its replies to comments on the NITS Informal Comments - Revised work paper. Consensus changes were made to the NITS Master document, as captured on the NITS Master Redline work paper. 
The subcommittee agreed to delete 001-105.7/105.8/105.9, making all associated comments moot. Ms. Rehman undertook to redraft 001-105.10. Notes were added to 001-105.10 citing which industry comments will be addressed in the new rewrite.

001-105.11.1
A comment from OATI suggested that all terminations be submitted preconfirmed. The group discussed whether a termination of secondary network needed to be submitted preconfirmed to avoid a wait time. Mr. Lee observed that relinquish is preconfirmed in the PTP context. Several attendees offered their perspectives in opposition to the suggestion. Mr. Wood stated that if the standards were silent on the issue, then Transmission Providers wishing to implement the suggestion could do so through their business practices. The subcommittee agreed to remain silent on the issue in the standards.
In response to a comment from Duke Energy, Ms. Otondo stated that her organization reposts unused non-firm ATC. She added that she would not support the additional step because her organization’s non-firm calculation already includes the provision; Ms. Etheredge stated that her organization was similarly situated. The group added comments to the work paper. 
Table 105-A
Ms. Rehman expressed her understanding that NSRs would not go through these states. Others noted that they would if the Transmission Provider chose to activate the NSR functionality. The group consulted 001-106.3 and 001-105.3.18 to confirm the short and sweet treatment had been captured. The group added 001-105.4.1.2 to clarify that the details would be addressed in subsequent sections. In addition, attendees agreed to add a provision in 001-105.4 to address the undesignation of NNL. This newly crafted section was also copied into into the NSR section as new 001-105.6.1.5
Section 106
Mr. Sorenson presented his first bulleted comment and asked whether NAESB standards should list out the requirements for concomitant requests. Ms. Rehman made reference to the OATT at 30.3(v), where the term concomitant evaluation (as opposed to concomitant request) is used; she suggested consistent use of the term. The group held discussion concerning the benefits and drawbacks of creating a list of requirements for concomitant evaluations. The subcommittee decided not to create a comprehensive list all of eligible requests. 
An attendee asked whether some examples might be created; the group agreed that this would create confusion. An attendee suggested adding the term to the glossary. In response to a question, Ms. Rehman suggested that the basic definition could be “two requests that get evaluated at the same time;” several attendees supported this idea. Other attendees supported the idea of clarifying it in a standard rather than in the glossary using the OATT wording as a guide. The subcommittee decided to define the term. 
Mr. Williamson asked for clarification as to whether a concomitant evaluation would consist of one-to-one, one-to-many, many-to-one, or many-to-many requests eligible for evaluation. Mr. Wood confirmed that the subcommittee had previously decided to limit concomitant evaluations to a one-to-one context. The group drafted a definition and added it to the glossary. 
Participants agreed to defer OATI’s second bulleted comment to the technical team.

The group discussed OATI’s third bulleted comment regarding the processing of concomitant requests. Reference was made to the rebid/counteroffer notes from the June 8 and June 17 meetings. Discussion was held regarding whether counteroffer was a valid state for an undesignation. The question was clarified as whether or not to allow counteroffer and rebid for undesignations in the concomitant context. Several attendees noted that there seemed no support in the tariff for such a provision. Other attendees noted that this provision would require the concomitant requests to be identifiable. 

The subcommittee discussed the issue of competing bids in the concomitant context. An attendee made reference to the OATT at 30.3(v), which states “as well as competing requests of higher priority.” Another attendee expressed reservation that this would be applicable in this context because the granting of service would already have been accomplished. 
An attendee proposed that the discussion be expanded to include consideration of the counteroffer and rebid permissions for requests for PTP. Mr. True stated that if a Transmission Customer wanted to undesignate 100 MW, but could only receive 50 MW of PTP, then that entity would likely prefer to rebid after receiving a counteroffer, as opposed to being obligated resubmit an entire new request after rejection. 

Mr. Pritchard asked for clarification of the logic for not using counteroffer and rebid in the undesignation context. He observed that the SAMTS project, as conceived, would permit a Transmission Customer to request reduced capacity if responses obtained from other Transmission Providers have changed the initial deal. The group discussed whether rebid and counteroffer would be appropriate for the undesignation portion of a concomitant request, the PTP portion, or both. Mr. Wood stated that on a particular flowgate, the undesignation of 100 MW may release only 60 MW because of flowgate impacts. Mr. Saini agreed with this observation, adding that, if PTP were counteroffered, the Transmission Provider should have ability to adjust the undesignation. Ms. Otondo stated that the focus should be a one-for-one ratio in terms of requests, not necessarily a MW matchup. 
The group held an informal poll concerning whether to permit the counteroffer and rebid for new PTP transmission requests in the concomitant evaluation context. This notion was unanimously approved. 

The group held an informal poll concerning whether to permit the counteroffer and rebid for undesignations in the concomitant evaluation context. Mr. Sturgeon confirmed that the sole reason for this counteroffer would be the unavailability of PTP. Attendees were also unanimously in favor. 
Discussion was held whether a counteroffer to an undesignation could stand alone, or whether it would have to be tied to a counteroffer for PTP. Mr. Saini suggested the flexibility to permit stand-alone requests. Mr. Pritchard agreed, adding that if more capacity needed to be undesignated to accommodate an off-system sale, then the Transmission Provider should notify the Transmission Customer of this extra need. He suggested that this would present a choice to the Transmission Customer to either rebid a lower PTP value, or rebid a higher DNR value. Other attendees expressed a preference for such negotiating flexibility before the group agreed that this structure should be enabled. 
An attendee suggested that the standards be drafted to permit offline negotiation of undesignations to better align them with the PTP request. The group agreed that this structure could lead to a perception of impropriety for entities that have both transmission and marketing functions under a larger corporate umbrella. 

After some discussion, the group agreed that the Transmission Provider should be permitted to counteroffer with a higher undesignation value to assist the negotiation process. The group recognized that this was an unusual mechanism because typically counteroffers from the Transmission Provider are for a lower amount. Another informal poll was taken concerning whether counteroffers of undesignations without an adjustment to the PTP would be permitted; with 5 in favor and 1 opposed, this concept was approved. 
Discussion was held whether the Transmission Provider should be obligated to make a counteroffer. Most attendees favored this provision. This led to a discussion of which portion, the undesignation or the PTP, should be counteroffered. Some attendees did not favor the inclusion of this provision in the NAESB standards, although most did. Ms. Rehman stated that rebid did not have to be triggered by a counteroffer; after consulting 013.2.2 and 001.4.10, attendees agreed. 

Mr. Wood expressed reservations about using counteroffer because it operates differently than counteroffers in other contexts. Ms. Rehman agreed, stating that she was unsure why the group was considering constraining the undesignation process through use of the state of counteroffer. She made reference to Mr. Sorenson’s original suggestion about allowing internal processes to be different and then land on the same place. She stated that the adherence to the PTP structure was limiting. 
After an extended discussion of the various scenarios being discussed, Mr. Pritchard offered to draft a work paper for the subcommittee’s review. After Mr. Pritchard returned with the Concomitant Request Processing Options work paper and provided a summary of its contents; the group thanked him for his work. In response to a question, Mr. Pritchard confirmed that the effort intended to address the issue of raising the undesignated amount. 
The group held discussion concerning the benefits and drawbacks of the listed scenarios. Some attendees expressed a preference for Option 2 because changing the definition of counteroffer could be confusing and the approach could prevent a Transmission Customer from hunting for the correct number, resulting in clearer and less time-consuming communication. Other attendees expressed a preference for Option 1 because introducing a new status to suit this function would pose certain problems as it would address some PTP requests and not others (since it is likely to only be used in the firm context). Reference was made to the prior experience of changing the definition of annulled. Certain changes were made to Option 1; the group noted that, if the option were chosen, corresponding changes would have to be made in several different places in the standards. Although not unanimous, the subcommittee chose Option 1, as written on the work paper; the work paper was copied into the Parking Lot. This consensus was reached with the understanding that the rebid higher functionality for DNR undesignations was optional, not required. 

The group returned to the question of how the Transmission Provider knows whether to increase the undesignation, or reduce the requested new PTP service. Mr. Saini stated that the assumption should be that the PTP request should take precedence, since that is what generated the requests. Ms. Otondo stated that a presumption should be entered into the Transmission Provider business practice indicating one way or the other. The group drafted 001-106.1.3 to set forth this new understanding.
Mr. Saini suggested that the two requests should be coordinated in their states even prior to reaching a final state; the group agrees without opposition and incorporated this into the standard. 

After Ms. Otondo raised the issue of a PTP request being displaced after confirmation, reference was made to 001-106.7.2 where this situation was left to the Transmission Provider business practices. 

The co-chairs stopped discussion on Section 106 with the understanding that, although the concepts have been agreed-upon, not all standards have been finalized. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The subcommittee set the agenda for the subsequent meeting.
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:55pm Central. 
5.
Attendees
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