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via posting

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WEQ OASIS Subcommittee (OS) Meeting Final Minutes – October 28-29, 2009
DATE:

December 2, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Dominion in Richmond, Virginia
October 28, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Eastern
October 29, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 3:30 PM Eastern
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves on the phone and in the room.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as amended.  
Approval of Meeting Minutes:

· December 15-16, 2008:  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the revised version of the meeting minutes as final. The meeting minutes were adopted as final.  
· January 20-22, 2009:  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the revised version of the meeting minutes as final.  The meeting minutes were adopted as final.  
· September 29-30, October 1, 2009:  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the revised version of the meeting minutes as final.  The meeting minutes were adopted as final. 
· October 15, 2009:  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the revised version of the minutes as final.  The meeting minutes were adopted as final.  The final minutes are available for review via the following link: 
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Review and Discuss Informal Comments submitted by Industry Participants
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the Informal Comments submitted by industry participants.  Mr. Wood stated that the subcommittee would review industry comments with respect to the State Diagrams and Tables for NITS on OASIS.  First, the group reviewed the informal comments submitted by United Illuminating. United Illuminating made the following general comment: “In general, certain pro forma tariff provisions are inconsistent with the Market Rules of certain RTOs.  Therefore if RTO tariffs do not include certain pro forma provisions then Transmission Providers should not be required to comply with certain of these NAESB standards.”  Ms. Otondo suggested the following subcommittee response: “In prior discussions, the subcommittee recognized that organized markets may have special needs. When we get further along in the drafting of the NITS on OASIS standards, the RTOs and ISOs will propose language to allow for these differences (e.g. an addition to Attachment C).”  The group agreed and the NITS Parking Lot document was modified accordingly.  United Illuminating made the following comment: “Why is the NITS request status set to EXECUTED instead of to ACCEPTED as it is with P-t-P?   Also it appears that there is a blending of the NITS application/agreement process with the NITS OASIS request process as well as a blending of a request/reservation.  It seems that a request for transmission service on OASIS remains a request until it is Confirmed.  Once an OASIS request is Confirmed it then becomes a reservation.”  Mr. Sorenson noted that the informal comments submitted by OATI were similar in nature to those submitted by United Illuminating.  He questioned whether the subcommittee (1) should try to  use the current status values in the context of the NITS application or requests or (2) draft new status values or (3) use mixed status values (current and new).  Ms. Bigelow stated that the subcommittee will need more defined states in the application process to reflect usage of both firm Point-to-Point (PTP) service and network service. Mr. Ridgely noted his agreement with Mr. Bigelow statement and stated that the current status change events cover everything that is done with Midwest ISO.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the following response:  “We will use the STATUS states defined in WEQ-003 for NITS, we will add STATUS states as appropriate for NITS, and we will ensure the current definitions of the STATUS states are revised to accurately reflect usage in PTP as well as NITS.” The group agreed and the document was modified accordingly.  
Mr. Sorenson made the following motion (Motion 45): “Rather than create all new STATUS values, NITS standards will use the STATUS values defined in WEQ-003, and will add STATUS values as appropriate for NITS, and will ensure the current definitions of the STATUS values are revised to accurately reflect usage in Point-to-Point as well as NITS, as applicable.”  Ms. Bigelow offered a friendly amendment.  Mr. Sorenson agreed to the friendly amendment and the motion was modified as noted above.  The group held discussion as it relates to the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Green abstaining).
Next, the group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the informal comments submitted by TAPS.  TAPS made the following comment with respect to the Transfers section in WEQ-011: 
· Last sentence of initial paragraph (“Resales may not be Transferred.”) appears to be incorrect. FERC allows further assignments of resold transmission. See Order 890-A P 427.

· Sections 001-12.1.2 and 001-12.5.2 suggest the TP could deny an assignment (by requiring that the TP must agree to/approve the Transfer).

· We do not understand that the TP can veto an assignment.

· The language added to Section 001-12.1.3 would be correct only if the FOTC’s obligations (as well as its rights) are permanently transferred/terminated, which does not automatically occur (see Order 890-A at P 425).

· Section 001-12.2 appears to conflict with the Order 890 rulings, which allow the TP to continue to hold the FOTC responsible for payment for the reservation. See Order 890-A at P 425 and n. 166.

· Section 001-12.3.2 appears to be incorrect – the stop time of the transfer should occur no later than the stop time of the Parent Reservation, but could stop sooner.

· Section 001-12.4.3 refers to transfers of NITS Application. Do not understand – wouldn’t it be transfer of a NITS Agreement?

Mr. Sorenson noted that any case where there is a disaggregate, a new NITSA will be drafted.  Mr. Williamson noted that a new customer will need a new agreement but will need existing transmission rights which were acquired from the previous customer.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the subcommittee may need to consider both aggregation and disaggregation. After extensive discussion, the group agreed to the following response: “Do not change the Resale and Transfer language applicable to Point-to-Point.  Add a new section for NITS: 1) Allow Full Transfers (one customer to one customer); 2) create a “Disaggregrate” process so that a customer can split into several customers (with new applications) that does not require a new queue time [the customers will determine the split, TP will have approval rights because of financial responsibility and to ensure that there is no change to the totality of the TCA {paths and MW}, DNRs, and Designated Loads and the customers will not have to compete for the network transmission rights that they already have] and 3) create an “Aggregation” process. Consistent with FERC policy, there will be no ability for NITS to perform Resales. The terminology used for NITS will not include the terminology “partial transfers.”
TAPS made the following comment with respect to WEQ-001-020 Rollover Rights section: “Generally, these provisions do not appear to take into account the special rollover rules adopted by FERC with respect to NITS, and in particular the different “matching” requirements. For instance, the NITS customer’s rollover rights are a function of the duration of its NITS Agreement, rather than any DNR. Also, if there is a competing request that a NITS customer must match in exercising its rollover rights, it may match by extending the term of the NITS Agreement (rather than the term of the DNR), unless it is a head-to-head competition with another NITS customer. See Order 890-A, PP 645, 666-67.”    After further discussion, the group came to the consensus that two sections for PTP and Network Service would be drafted and these sections would be included in WEQ-002 and WEQ-013.  The group also agreed to the following response: “The Point-to-Point rollover language will not be changed. A new WEQ-001 section will be added to address NITS renewals/rollover rights.  See Motion 43
.”  Ms. Otondo referenced Motion 40
 and noted that discussion with respect to this topic took place during the September 1, 2009 meeting.  
Within the general comments section, TAPS made the following comment: “The descriptions of whether a purchase qualifies as a DNR appear too restrictive. They reference the seller’s ability to curtail for purposes of fulfilling obligations under a reserve sharing program, but not the seller’s ability to curtail without penalty to serve seller’s native/network load (see OATT Section 30.4 as modified in Order 890-B). This relates to the draft definition of DNR, as well as Section 001-xx(2).2.2.2.3.1.2.”  After further discussion, the group agreed to provide the following response:  “Not inclined to replicate OATT language in the body of the NAESB standards.  May need to replicate language from a FERC Order to add clarity.  In the case where there is a term that is defined in the pro forma OATT, we will either define the term using that same definition or will use the term but not define it as a term (lower case use of the term)”.
TAPS provided the following comment: “Not clear what “Transmission Capacity Allocation” (“TCA”) is. Does this refer to a request for capacity-based NITS (without DNR) under certain TPs’ OATTs who offer such service?”  Ms. Otondo noted that there were several comments in the submitted informal comments from industry participants regarding the confusion on the terminology used within the recommendation (e.g., executed as a status, application, NITS, NITSA, TCA, etc).  Ms. Rehman stated that she provided terms to correspond with the acronyms used throughout the recommendation and drafted a definition for the term “Transmission Capacity Allocation” within the informal comments submitted by BPA.  The definition for “Transmission Capacity Allocation” is as follows: “The firm and non-firm Transmission allocation for Network Service posted on OASIS for discrete paths or interfaces and otherwise posted at the Transmission Provider’s discretion.”  Mr. Sorenson suggested the renaming of term ‘Transmission Capacity Allocation’ to ‘Network Transmission Commitment.’  The group considered the following terms: ‘Network Reservation Capacity’ and ‘Network Transmission Reservation’ as possible replacements for the term ‘Transmission Capacity Allocation.’  In a straw pool, the group decided the term ‘Network Transmission Reservation’ would replace ‘Network Capacity Allocation.’  
Mr. Sorenson made the following motion (Motion 46): “Use the terminology of “Network Transmission Commitment” to represent the impact to ATC of confirmed network service.”  Mr. Sorenson stated that with PTP service, the request will become a reservation and the typical MW value will represent the impact on the reservation system such that the TSR represents both the scheduling rights and the ATC impact on interfaces (paths).  He further stated that as the term “Network Transmission Commitment” is defined, it will represent the impact on ATC and may not necessarily represent the scheduling rights on a resource or a load.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Sorenson provided additional clarification with respect to the motion.  He noted that it is very similar to PTP Transmission Service Request (TSR) in nature but may not necessarily reflect the scheduling rights for delivery of resource to load.  Rather, it represents the impact of delivery of resource to load on a TP’s ATC.  It is intended of use for both firm and non-firm, although, the process for non-firm will be the same as PTP TSRs.  He provided the following examples: 
· Load of 50 MW is served from external resources; 

· Two resources are initiated: one in the amount of 50 MW, the other in the amount of 25 MW.  Both resources are from the same interface;
With this example, he noted that from the interface, the TP should not expect more than the aggregate total impact of 50 MW.  The megawatt value for the ATC model of this specific network agreement on the current path is 50 MW.  The Network Transmission Capacity (NTC) on the interface would be 50 MW.  He further noted that the scheduling could be from any combination of the external resources that did not exceed 50 MW.  The TP will need to make several calculations to ensure that the TC is scheduling within its rights. At schedule time, one might check the sum of all schedules from resource 2 (which cannot exceed 25 MW) and the sum of all schedules from resource 1 (which cannot exceed 50 MW).  He noted that the sum of all schedules to load cannot exceed 50 MW.  He further noted the possibility that the sum of the schedules on the interface cannot exceed the NTC depending on the ATC methodology.  The group held extensive discussion on a possible Motion to Postpone discussion on Motion 46 until the concept has been further discussed.  

Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 47): “Motion to Postpone discussion on Motion 46 until the meeting scheduled for December 1-3, 2009.”  With a simple majority vote, the motion unanimously passed.  The subcommittee will review and hold further discussion on Motion 46 during its December 1-3, 2009 meeting.  The group noted the following response to the TAPS comment listed above: 

Change “TCA” to Network Transmission Reservation (“NTR”)

Subsequently Motion 46
 was made

Subsequently Motion 47
 was approved to delay discussion of Motion 46

The group subsequently reviewed the State Diagram of NITS Application and the State Table for Network Service Application as submitted by Mr. Pritchard.  Mr. Wood noted that the State Diagram represent the flow of the application and will be included in WEQ-001-xx.  Mr. Pritchard stated that he drafted a table that uses the current status terminology that is within the recommendation.  He further stated that definitions were taken from the S&CP and the other definitions noted through the recommendation.  He indicated that the states highlighted in yellow denote that it is new and the asterisk denotes that is within the final state.  The group provided further suggestions and modified the draft State Table for Network Service Application.  
Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 48): “Adopt as an initial framework the State Table for Network Application as provided by A. Pritchard and amended by the subcommittee for use in the Business Practice Standards as related to the initial NITS application with the exception that the use of COUNTEROFFER and REBID which will be discussed at a later date.” The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the motion.  Mr. Wood offered a friendly amendment to the motion.  Ms. Otondo agreed to the friendly amendment and the motion was amended as noted above.  With a simple majority vote, the motion unanimously passed.  The revised State Table for Network Service Application is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis102809a3.doc.
Next, the group reviewed the informal comments submitted by Midwest ISO.  Ms. Knox noted that Midwest ISO objected to the entire concept as represented within WEQ-001(xx)(2).2.1.1.6.  WEQ-001(xx)(2).2.1.1.6 states the following: “The Transmission Provider may post a business practice specifying the circumstances under which the Transmission Provider will input information into OASIS for the benefit of a Network Customer.”  Mr. Sorenson noted that he shared a similar concern and stated that as written, the concept is confusing.  The group agreed that further discussion on this concept and other issues would be completed during the November 9, 2009 meeting.  
· Discussion and Vote on Motion to Rescind by JT Wood (Motion #5) 

Mr. Wood made the following motion (Motion 44): “Motion to rescind Motion 5.”  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates the Request to Rescind Motion 5 document as submitted by Mr. Wood.  Mr. Wood noted that the intention is to have an indefinite time limit for the deadline for the customer to remove a deficiency.  He further noted that the 15-day time limit was too short of a deadline for a customer to remove a deficiency.  Mr. Green noted that he would be unable to support an indefinite time limit due to the potential for discrimination.  
Mr. Sorenson noted the following two aspect to this motion: 1) the TC should be given more of a reasonable time frame of which to get back to the TP noting that they understand the deficiencies and asking for more time (He would want a deadline that stated the TP should give the TC no less than 15 days to respond to the deficiency); 2) the TC should be able to have certainty that others will be flushed in a comparable fashion.  He noted that both sides will want certainty thus, the response time to the deficiency should be negotiable and revised by the TP if they feel there is movement.  Ms. Bigelow noted her agreement with Mr. Sorenson’s suggestion and stated that the motion should be rescinded.  Mr. Pritchard stated that FERC did not establish a deadline and noted his disapproval with establishing a deadline.  Ms. Otondo noted that she would vote in favor of the motion and agreed with Mr. Pritchard’s assessment.   Mr. Williamson also noted his approval of the motion and agreed with Mr. Pritchard’s assessment.  Ms. Rehman noted her approval of the motion to rescind.  Mr. Gresh stated that a 15-day deadline is sufficient for PJM to acknowledge they have received the application but noted that within those 15 days that not all of the application requirements have been met.  He further stated that for PJM, it is more important for the customer to have submitted their initial application so that its queue position is maintained.  The group continued discussion on the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Green opposed and Mr. Sorenson abstaining).  The revised NITS Motions document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis102809a5.doc.
3. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· December 1-3, 2009, hosted by Entergy in New Orleans, Louisiana
4. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 3:12p.m. Eastern on October 29, 2009.  
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	October 28
	October 29

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS
	In Person
	In Person

	Larry Williamson
	Black Hills Corporation
	Phone
	

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	In Person
	In Person

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US
	
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy.
	In Person
	In Person

	Barry Green 
	EPSA 
	In Person
	

	Patrick McGovern
	Georgia Transmission Corp.
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power 
	Phone
	

	Gordon Drake
	IESO
	
	Phone

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE
	
	Phone

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE
	
	Phone

	Gary Alexander 
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	In Person
	In Person

	James Manning
	North Carolina Electric Membership Corp.
	Phone
	Phone

	Ernie Cardone
	NYISO
	Phone
	Phone

	Paul Sorenson 
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	Phone
	

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person

	Richard Ishikawa
	Southern California Gas Company
	
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeff Rooker
	Southwest Power Pool
	Phone
	

	Jimmy Womack
	Southwest Power Pool
	Phone
	

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson, LLP
	Phone
	Phone

	Kathy York
	TVA
	
	In Person


� Motion 43 reads as follows: “NAESB Business Practice Standards will include an update mechanism for the “agreement” (umbrella) template to accommodate rollovers and include NAESB Business Practices for use of the mechanism (technical requirements).  For this Annual Plan item, the NAESB Business Practices will not go into any further detail regarding rollover of network service.”


� Motion 40 reads as follows: “The STOP_TIME of the NITSA will be the bounds for the STOP_TIME in sub-templates under the NITSA umbrella template, with the exception of sub-templates containing forecast information and, potentially (if a rollover template is instituted), rollover information. This does not apply to evergreen NITSAs (NITSA umbrella template may have STOP_TIME of null and associated sub-templates may or may not have a STOP_TIME of null).”


� See Motion 46 as noted above


� See Motion 47 as noted above
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