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WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by NAESB in Houston, Texas

November 15, 2010 from 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM Central
November 16, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

November 17, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 3:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome and Administrative
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, attendees voted to approve it without opposition. 

2.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

The subcommittee convened in two break-out sessions. The first group reviewed and revised the WEQ 002 process; comments and consensus modifications were captured on the NITS WEQ-002 Redline document. The second group reviewed and revised the WEQ 003 definitions; comments and consensus modifications were captured on the 
NITS WEQ-003 Redline document. 
· Template relationships for DNRs, transmission capacity, NSR and network loads – which data elements should be in which templates

After the subcommittee received a brief summary from the break-out sessions, the group discussed whether the NAESB standards would require a relationship between loads and resources outside the NSR context. 
After an attendee stated that network resource capacity does not have to match up to load prior to scheduling, Mr. Wood asked what would be used in such contexts for tag validation. After some discussion, Mr. Pritchard asked, in a non-NSR context, how transmission capacity would be granted, specifying that he meant the amount of transmission the Transmission Provider would be able to accommodate. 
Ms. Otondo replied that NSR was not a viable option for entities that did not have specific path allocations. She explained that when a Transmission Provider grants a resource, that Transmission Provider is required to calculate what the Network Customer has used at its margin, since the prudent Network Customer will have overestimated its needs. She added that this explained the difference between the transmission granted to a resource and the capacity generated for transmission.
After Mr. Saini expressed his understanding that granting a resource was equivalent to granting capacity, Ms. Otondo stated that certain Transmission Provider systems differ by only building transmission to the load, adding that a resource did not grant a scheduling right. 

Mr. Pritchard expressed the desire to create a mechanism to permit negotiation of transmission available over time. He added that Transmission Providers are not given the authority to limit DNRs and that no distinction existed between offered capacity and granted capacity. He reiterated that he was looking for some ability to negotiate in the event of a transmission constraint. He further stated that there did not seem to be a mechanism to allow for negotiation outside the use of NSRs.

Mr. Tucker confirmed that in the NSR context, capacity granted was a scheduling right where interfaces served as limiting factors. He stated that permitting the dedication of network resources far in excess of projected load would interfere with economic redispatch used in markets. Ms. Otondo stated that the determination of how much resource capacity is needed fell exclusively to the Network Customer per the Commission. 

The group recognized that in a non-NSR context, the mechanism under discussion provided a resource scheduling right, not a transmission capacity right. 

Mr. Pritchard stated that two fields were needed, one for Transmission Provider response and one for Network Customer response.  He continued that it was conceivable that, if capacity were not fully granted, the Network Customer may want to reduce its capacity requested even lower than the countered amount. Ms. Etheredge stated that the designation and allocation functions should be kept separate, with the option for coordination. 
In response to a question, Ms. Otondo stated that schedule request/schedule granted reflected real-time operations after the incorporation of any needed curtailments, adding that scheduling rights were the best estimate of what would happen in real-time, whereas schedule details were the record of what actually happened. 
· Review Draft Timing Table provided by A. Pritchard

The group opened the NITS Master and turned to Table 105A that Mr. Pritchard had prepared prior to the meeting on the subcommittee’s behalf. After Mr. Pritchard offered a brief synopsis, he opened the floor to questions and comments. During the course of the discussion, agreed-upon changes were captured on the NITS Master Redline document. 

Mr. Wood asked whether the time queued prior to start defined a submittal deadline. Mr. Prichard replied that this was intended to address the time allotted to evaluation of a submitted request. 
Ms. Rehman made reference to “request increment” and asked whether this referred to service requested for a specified time interval. The group agreed to different wording that clarified that it represented a time interval for a request for service. Discussion was held whether to use the term request interval rather than request increment; the former term was chosen.
Making reference to footnote 1, Ms. Otondo emphasized that these were not separate products. Mr. Womack asked for clearer distinction between the assignment of intervals in the table and the products being offered. Mr. Pritchard agreed that a common understanding was needed to facilitate communications between Network Customers and Transmission Providers. An attendee asked how this scenario related to the recent Cargill order; Ms. Otondo reiterated that this table did not attempt to define services, rather it used the duration of the request as a marker rather than a specific service type. 
The group discussed the definition of request interval and associated timelines on the table. Ms. Molotch asked if a Network Customer were to submit an hourly request that is to begin 4 days from the present, would the Transmission Provider only have 30 minutes to respond; this response timeline was adjusted to 2 hours. Several other changes were made to the table. 
The group next discussed establishing queuing restrictions (in the form of submission windows) as a way to limit the time a request could be queued prior to start. The subcommittee recognized that limits may be important from a processing perspective and would not contradict the OATT. The group agreed to add such requirements on Table 105-A rather than building a separate queuing/submission timing table. 

4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:00pm Central. 
5. 
Attendance
	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Kathy
	Anderson
	Idaho Power

	Heather
	Burnette
	TVA

	Yvonne
	Coleman
	BPA

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Yarrow
	Etheredge
	Entergy

	Marie
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Lori
	Molotch
	APS

	Marcie
	Otondo
	APS

	Gail 
	Parker
	Midwest ISO – Duke IE

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	BPA

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	John
	Sturgeon
	Progress Energy

	Bill
	Tucker
	Midwest ISO

	Mark
	Westendorf
	Midwest ISO

	Jimmy
	Womack
	SPP

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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