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James Culliton, NAESB Counsel
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Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee Meeting

Final Minutes – October 27-29, 2010
DATE:

July 21, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Dominion Richmond, VA

October 27, 2010 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
October 28, 2010 from 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern

October 29, 2010 from 9:00 AM to Noon Eastern

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 made minor changes and added a review of WEQ-002 & 003, Ms. Otondo made a motion that the revised agenda be adopted; the motion carried without opposition. 

· Update from NAESB Staff on Distribution of Meeting Announcements

Mr. Culliton discussed the way meeting announcements could be distributed. Some attendees expressed a preference for a reminder to be sent out as early as possible, whereas others suggested that a reminder be sent the day prior. He added that multiple announcements for an OASIS subcommittee meeting would not be feasible if the other subcommittees, task forces, and committee meetings hosted by NAESB held the same expectation. After confirming with the co-chairs, Mr. Culliton stated that meeting announcements would be distributed no later than three days prior to conference calls and one week prior to in-person meetings.
· Finalize 2011 Meeting Schedule

Attendees reviewed their calendars and set the subcommittee’s future meetings for calendar year 2011; this meeting list may be found on the WEQ OASIS web page. 

· Review Meeting Minutes

The subcommittee reviewed the draft meeting minutes from the August 4, 2010 meeting. After minor changes were agreed-upon, Ms. Otondo made a motion that the minutes be adopted as final; the group unanimously approved the August 4, 2010 Final Minutes. The subcommittee next reviewed the draft meeting minutes from the August 24, 2010 meeting. After minor changes were agreed-upon, Ms. Otondo made a motion that the minutes be adopted as final; the group unanimously approved the August 24, 2010 Final Minutes.

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
The group began the review of the NITS Master clean document at 001-108. Throughout the review, the informal comment work paper Combined Informal Comments was consulted and subcommittee dispositions entered onto the consensus changes redline work paper at Combined Informal Comments. In addition, any required modifications were entered on the NITS Master Redline work paper. Issues that required further review and discussion were captured on the NITS Parking Lot.

001-108.1 
Mr. Pritchard asked that the discretionary use of and 001-108.1 and 001-108.2 be clarified. Ms. Otondo agreed, stating that evergreen service could be rendered problematic if the provision were made mandatory. Mr. Wood summarized that the three existing options were: 1) use evergreens; 2) retain the same A-ref and keep extending the stop time; and, 3) renew the entire application. He added that this intent of this standard had been to accommodate these three current ways of managing extensions. The subcommittee began to draft a new 001-108.2 crafted to clarify this intent and indicate that business practices will address specifics if the option is enabled by the Transmission Provider. Ms. Otondo stated that she had understood the intent to be that the Transmission Provider follows the NAESB standards if it has enabled the option. Other participants expressed the understanding that everything would be left to Transmission Provider business practices. The group held an extended discussion of evergreen NITS contracts (their purpose and various implementations) before agreeing upon the modified standard.  

001-108.3 
Ms. Coleman suggested the rewording of this standard. The group recognized that the standard contained two embedded requirements: 1) to submit prior to the deadline; and, 2) in accordance with the standards. A reminder was added to the Parking Lot that portions need to have ability to have the end time set by the Transmission Provider. 

Mr. Pritchard added the caveat that not all Transmission Providers bill on a load ratio sharing basis. Mr. Tucker stated that his organization extends all NITS Applications manually after telephone or email communication through changing the TSR. He added that a new NITS Application or new A-ref would seem to interfere with scheduling mechanisms. The subcommittee understood that a real feature would be included for NITS on OASIS and that TSRs would no longer be used. 
001-108.4 
After discussion, no participants expressed reservations about the proposed use of extensions. In response to a question, Mr. Wood confirmed that the submission of a new NITS Application was not under consideration. The group further discussed various approaches to evergreen contracts. The question was posed whether a Transmission Provider could refuse the termination or extension of a contract. Mr. Pritchard stated that two contexts seemed to exist: 1) when the request is submitted after the renewal deadline; 2) when the request is submitted prior to the deadline, whether the Transmission Provider has the ability to refuse the request for an extension. The group agreed that the Transmission Provider should be able to refuse in the first context, but the question of what to do in the second context was not resolved. Attendees agreed to address the question in the WEQ-013 standards; the issue was added to the Parking Lot.
001-105.10
The group discussed secondary network service and the timing table. The rewording of this standard, drafted by Ms. Rehman, was copied into the NITS Master work paper for discussion and editing. Ms. Rehman provided an overview of her efforts; the group thanked her. 
The group discussed and decided to delete 001-105.10.4 through 001-105.10.6.2, as well as 001-105.10.8 through 001-105.10.1. 
001-105.11.2 
A note was added confirming that only rebids relating to capacity for secondary network were permitted. 
001-105.11.3 
After agreeing that this provision should be included, an attendee stated that rebid cannot be displaced because it is not yet confirmed adding that superseded applies to pre-confirmation settings. Ms. Rehman replied that while the window for confirmation is open, then competing requests could supersede the rebid on price or duration. She added that if the request is preempted, it should go to superseded and not to displaced. This understanding was written into the standard as well as 001-105.10.1.3 before DISPLACED was added as a possible post-confirmation state.
Discussion was held as to whether the definition of relinquish should be modified. The decision was made to modify the definition to make relinquish applicable to the secondary non-firm setting. 
Timing Table
The group reviewed the secondary network timing table. The question arose what duration was intended to apply prior to entering an unconditional time period.  Two options were suggested: 1) use the PTP definition and move applicable provisions to the NITS context; 2) keep definitions in PTP and keep it all together. The group recognized the importance of textual clarity in the table to prevent possible misinterpretations in relation to optional and required components expressed in the table. 
A discussion was held regarding what hourly network requests should be compared against for competition requirements. Section 13.2.iii of the OATT was consulted. OATT 13.2.iii is referenced. Mr. Saini asked, and the group confirmed, that, regardless of duration, confirmed network service is Tier 1. Footnote 2 of existing Table 4.3 was discussed in a broader discussion of the definition of unconditional and the unconditional period. FERC Order No. 676-E was reviewed at Paragraph 86 (Transserve Comments). The group noted divergent interpretations; WEQ-001-4.15 in Version 2.1 was also reviewed. The group further discussed the challenge presented in placing optional services on the table, especially in light of the recent Cargill Order. The group debated whether including time increments describing a single product would create unintended consequences that would remove discretion from Transmission Providers in offering services. The group agreed to suspend the conversation until further research could be performed. After consulting 001-106.1.4 and agreed that temporary and permanent undesignations should be included on the table. 
001-105.3.1.3 
A new provision was included as new 001-105.3.1.3 that prohibits a Transmission Customer from terminating a network resource that has already been scheduled. Wording was added to make clear that the Transmission Customer should adjust the schedule prior to submitting the request. Part of this newly drafted standard was moved into 001-105.3.1 for clarity.
Attendees discussed the provider evaluation period for temporary terminations. The question was asked whether the “best effort” in the current timing table would change if a concomitant request were received. The group understood that it would not change. An attendee stated that the scenario involved retraction and resubmittal, suggesting that greater response time would be warranted. Attendees recognized the need for flexibility was counterbalanced by concerns that a request could be left unresolved for an excessive period of time. Ms. Otondo suggested modifying footnote 7 to state that the response occur the earlier of either 10 minutes before scheduling, or within 72 hours of submission; attendees agreed. 
The row for indefinite was merged with temporary termination. A participant asked whether someone who wanted to undesignate a long-term deal could do so an hour before the time? The group agreed that it was possible, recognizing that some entities may be required to reorganize internally to integrate the functions performed at  long-term desks and a short-term desks. 
The group discussed the merits on including diagrams in the standards. The administrative burden of maintaining the diagrams was noted. The utility of communicating the standards to system operators via such diagrams was also noted. An informal poll was taken which resulted in the consensus that diagrams be included covering the application, modifications, and secondary service. The group further agreed that the state diagram be included in the standards and the state table be included in the appendix, with a footnote confirming that, in the event of a discrepancy, the diagram controls over the table. These decisions were entered into the Parking Lot. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The co-chairs set the agenda for the subsequent meeting. 
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 11:58am Eastern. 
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