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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

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 – December 1-3, 2009
DATE:

December 7, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Entergy in New Orleans, Louisiana
December 1 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central
December 2, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 5:00 PM Central

December 3, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central
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.  The group reviewed and revised the draft agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  The revised agenda was unanimously adopted.  
· Approval of Meeting Minutes
· June 17-19, 2009
The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the amended minutes as final.  The meeting minutes were unanimously adopted as final.  
· July 7-9, 2009
The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Cunningham indicated that she would add a link to the Concepts with OATT cites Excel spreadsheet.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the amended minutes as final subject to clean up by the NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously adopted as final.  
· August 19-20, 2009
The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Ms. Cunningham noted that she would add a link to the redlined NITS Motions document from the September 1, 2009 meeting.  Ms. Bigelow moved to adopt the amended minutes as final subject to clean up by the NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously adopted as final.  
· November 17, 2009
The group reviewed and held discussion with respect to the draft meeting minutes.  Modifications were made throughout the document.  Mr. Saini moved to adopt the amended minutes as final subject to clean up by the NAESB staff.  The meeting minutes were unanimously adopted as final.  
The subcommittee will review the draft minutes from the October 28-29, 2009, November 9, 2009 meetings, and any other minutes that are subsequently posted during the January 6, 2010 meeting.  
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Discussion of Bonneville Power Administration’s presentation

Mr. Hansen gave a brief presentation in regards to the BPA Proposed Flow Diagram for NITS.  The group reviewed and held discussion on the following:  NITS Overview; the Network Menu; the NITS Application Summary; Create/Edit NITS Application; Edit of the Designation Profile; Edit Designated Network Load (DNL); Add DNL; Edit Designated Network Resource (DNR); Add DNR; Load Summary; Define Load; Resource Summary; Define Resource; New/Edit Generator; Impact Analysis Process (Web Trans).  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the BPA Proposed Flow Diagram for NITS.  
Ms. Otondo noted that she was unclear as to what BPA was proposing with respect to the rescinding of Motions 4
 and Motions 48
.  She further noted that the pro forma OATT is clear in regards to Motion 4 and stated that the language indicates that priority is given on submission of the application.  She indicated that she would be unable to support NAESB standards that are contradictory to the pro forma OATT and would not vote to rescind Motion 4.  She also noted that she was unclear as to why BPA would want to rescind Motion 48 which deals with the initial framework for the State Table for Network Applications.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he submitted revisions to WEQ-001-102 which deals with the NITS Applications and are similar to the BPA proposals.  He further stated that the STATUS values did not need to be changed.  He indicated that the subcommittee can further modify/edit the names of the states that were provided in the State Table for Network Service Application (as submitted by Mr. Pritchard).  He noted that when a Transmission Provider (TP) reviews an application that has not been submitted (i.e. it is pending by choice of the customer), while pending, the Transmission Customer (TC) is free to add, remove and edit the application.  He further noted that the application would still remain in a state of PENDING.  At the time that the application is submitted for a queue time by the TC, all pending states of any subset templates would be in lock-step to the queue of the application.  He noted that the subcommittee has not agreed to whether there will be any NAESB requirement specifying minimum information required for the application and that it will be up to the TP to state that the application is inadequate by setting the status to INVALID.  He further noted that if the status is not INVALID, the application will have to be acknowledged with the state RECEIVED.  
· Discussion and Possible Vote on Motion to Rescind Motions 4 and 48 by B. Rehman
Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 51): “To rescind Motion 4
.”  After considerable discussion, the motion failed for lack of a second.  Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 52): “To rescind Motion 48
.”  Mr. Wood seconded the motion.  During the discussion, Ms. Otondo referenced the State Table and noted that when the customer submits the application, the application may go through iterations until deemed completed.  Once all subset templates go confirmed, the umbrella  application is also confirmed.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the Motion 52.  After further discussion, Ms. Rehman withdrew her motion.  
· Discussion and Possible Vote on Motion 46 by P. Sorenson
During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, Mr. Sorenson made Motion 46 which is noted below in footnote 5.  The group reviewed the following discussion from the October 28-29, 2009 meeting: 
During the discussion of the motion (Motion 46
) as offered by Mr. Sorenson, he provided additional clarification to the subcommittee.  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 to be used for both firm and non-firm NITS, 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 an 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.  
Mr. Pritchard stated that the acronym TSR is not within the NAESB business practice standards although it has been adopted as shorthand in discussions.  He further stated that there are transmission allocations that are associated with DNRs where the DNR has a life longer than the transmission allocation.  During the discussion, it was noted that Mr. Sorenson was not present for the discussion of the motion.  Mr. Pritchard made the following motion: “Postpone discussion of Motion 46 until Paul Sorenson returns.”  Ms. Knox seconded the motion.  The Motion to Postpone discussion was unanimously approved.  

Subsequently, Mr. Wood un-tabled Motion 46 and further discussion continued for the Motion.  Ms. Bigelow offered a friendly amendment to the motion.  Mr. Sorenson accepted the friendly amendment.  The revised Motion 46 reads as follows: “Use the terminology of “Network Transmission Commitment” to represent the impact to ATC and AFC of confirmed network service.”  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion unanimously passed.  
· Review of the OATI Flow document with the draft Standards Language 
The group provided a paragraph-by-paragraph review of the OATI Flow document with the draft Standards Language.  The document also contains submitted industry comments that pertain to “wordsmithing.”  In review of WEQ-001-101
, the group determined that the following terms needed definitions as they relate to the NITS Application: 
· NITS acronym for Network Integration Transmission Service, as defined by the pro forma OATT

· Application:  as defined by the pro forma tariff – section 1

After further discussion, the group agreed that WEQ-001-103
 should be deleted from the recommendation and replaced with the following:  “All requests for NITS and the current status of those requests shall be posted on OASIS using the defined values for STATUS as set forth in the WEQ-013 Business Practice Requirements for NITS.”  The group determined the following additional language for WEQ-001-104
: “The Transmission Provider may opt to input information into OASIS on behalf of a Network Customer at the request of the Network Customer.  In such instances, the Transmission Provider must have a posted business practice that addresses the circumstances under which the Transmission Provider will input such information.”
The group held extensive discussion as it relates to WEQ-001-101.5
.  With a straw poll of 5 to 2, the group agreed to have the Transmission Customer enter, save, and revise the information prior to the submittal of the application to the Transmission Provider.  The following is the revised version of the proposed business practice standard: “The Transmission Provider shall provide the capability on OASIS for the Network Customer to enter, save, and revise information prior to the submittal of the Application to the Transmission Provider (i.e., a pre-submittal workspace shall be available for the Network Customer to develop an Application over time).”
With respect to WEQ-001-101.5.1
, the group agreed to delete the proposed business practice standard and replace with the following language: “OASIS shall restrict access to and viewing of all information associated with this pre-submittal workspace to only the Network Customer and the Transmission Provider.”  After further discussion, the group also determined to add the following WEQ-001-101.5.2: “Audit and data retention requirements set forth in 18 CFR 37.6 and 37.7 are not applicable to the information in this pre-submittal workspace.”
The group held significant discussion as it relates to WEQ-001-101.6
.  Mr. Pritchard proposed that the following language be added to the proposed business practice standards: “OASIS shall have upload functionality such that… for additional modifications or for submittal of the Application to the Transmission Provider.” Mr. Pritchard made the following motion (Motion 54): “Motion to Rescind Motion 7.
”  Ms. Rehman seconded the motion.  Mr. Pritchard stated he wants to be able to allow for Transmission Customers to revise and upload parts of the application offline.  He stated that the motion, as interpreted, stated that there must be a single batch upload and that this upload triggers the submittal practice.  He further stated that in practice, people will create various templates and submit them offline.  He noted that the subcommittee is creating additional functionality will not be used and is not warranted given the complexity of the application.  After further discussion and with a simple majority vote, the motion failed (with Mr. Ridgely and Mr. Rooker against and; Entergy abstaining).  The group included the following concept as it relates to WEQ-001-101.6 in the NITS Parking Lot document: 
“CONCEPT to be discussed for inclusion in WEQ 013-XXX (associated with 001-101.6):The Eligible Customer shall select the state of PENDING when the Customer wishes to modify the application prior to submittal and will use the state of QUEUED to submit the application to the Transmission Provider.”

After review of WEQ-001-101.7
, the group agreed to delete the proposed business practice standards.  With respect to WEQ-001-101.9.1, Ms. Otondo suggested the following language: “Consistent with the requirements in Standard WEQ-013-x, Transmission Providers are required to post a reason for certain STATUS changes.”  She noted that with instances where the Network Customer is denied service due to credit concerns, the reason for the status change shall be “Contractual Terms not Met.”  The group agreed and the document was revised accordingly.  The redline version of the NITS OATI Flow document with draft Standards Language is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis120109a2.doc.  The redline version of the NITS Motions document is also available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis120109a3.doc.

· Discussion of any Additional Major Concepts that may arise from the OATI Flow Document
The group reviewed and held discussion on the following concepts as submitted by Mr. Pritchard: 

How does the proposed NITS on OASIS accommodate both

1. a network customer’s ability to undesignate specific resources that support third-party sales and;
2. a network customer’s ability to undesignated a portion of the network customer’s network resources (slice-of-system sale)?
Mr. Pritchard provided the following citations to paragraph 1582 of FERC Order No. 890
, paragraph 947 of FERC Order No. 890-A
, and paragraphs 202
, 203
, 204
 and 205
 of FERC Order No. 890-B.  During the discussion of the concepts, Ms. Otondo questioned whether the slice of system undesignation was only for on-system resources.  Mr. Pritchard stated that it was for on-system resources and additionally referenced FERC Order No. 890-D which permits slice of system undesignations for on-system resources servicing off-system network loads.  He noted that the WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) is currently working on Parallel Flow Visualizations and holding discussion on a Common Generation Prioritization method that will use the posted DNR list  Slice of system undesignations may be a stumbling block for BPS effort.  Ms. Bigelow noted that NAESB does need to have some type of mechanism for slice of system.  

After further discussion, the group concluded the following: “To support slice-of-system sales and undesignation of non-specified resource(s), the NAESB Standards will contain a standard for establishing standard proxy resources that represent the aggregate of all generation assets defined by the NITS Customer as designated on-system resources and that can be undesignated and redesignated as necessary.”  The group also concluded the following: “Undesignations of network resources using the slice-of-system proxy resource functionality will be included in the list of designated network resources required to be posted by 18 CFR 37.6, and will not require a per resource modification to the list.”
Mr. Sorenson noted his concern with respect to deliverability issues.  He stated that if there is more than one load that must be discretely modeled because of internal constraints, and there is some limitation to the deliverability of a given network resource in the full amount designated to one or more of those loads, should such a deliverability or scheduling constraint be documented and posted on OASIS as part of the NITS?  An alternative would be that the TP would track internally, but not necessarily post that information on OASIS.  He further stated that it may also apply when only one load has deliverability issues.  The group provided the following response: “This scheduling limit issue will be accommodated on OASIS (e.g. through the use of the counter-offer process).”  The revised NITS Parking Lot document is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis120109a4.doc.
3. Schedule for Upcoming Meeting
· January 6, 2010, brief conference call
· January 12-14, 2010, hosted by NAESB in Houston, Texas
4. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 11:50am on December 3, 2009.  
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization
	December 1
	December 2
	December 3

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Brad Hansen
	BPA
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Blake Weathers
	BPA
	In Person
	In Person 
	In Person

	Charlotte Glassman
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	
	

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US
	
	Phone
	Phone

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Yarrow Etheridge
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy.
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Chris Peterson
	FERC
	Phone
	
	

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power 
	Phone
	
	

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE
	Phone
	
	Phone

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	James Manning
	North Carolina Electric Membership Corp.
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Ernie Cardone
	NYISO
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Paul Sorenson 
	OATI
	Phone
	Phone
	

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeff Rooker
	Southwest Power Pool
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person


�Motion 4 reads as follows: “Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed invalid.”


�Motion 48 reads as follows: “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.”


� See supra note 1.


� See supra note 2.


� Motion 46: “Use the terminology of “Network Transmission Commitment” to represent the impact to ATC of confirmed network service.”


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the OATI Flow with Draft Standards Language Inserted document (as discussed and revised November 17, 2009)� WEQ-001-101: NETWORK INTEGRATION SERVICE – GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: The following practices are defined in order to enhance consistency of the application process across OASIS Phase IA nodes.


� WEQ-001-101.3: “The current progress in the processing of both the NITS Application as a whole, and each of the individual requests on OASIS comprising that application shall be communicated between the Transmission Customer and the Transmission Provider through the use of defined values for STATUS as set forth in the WEQ-013 Business Practice Requirements for Network Integration Transmission Service.  (PRS recommendation)”


� WEQ-001-101.4: “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. (Previously 001- xx(2).1.16)”


� WEQ-001-101.5: “The Transmission Provider shall provide the capability on OASIS for the customer to enter, add, and revise information related to the NITS Application over an extended period of time prior to submittal to the Transmission Provider for consideration. (previously 001-xx(2).1.2)”


� WEQ-001-101.5.1: “Transmission Providers may view any information on pending (before submittal) NITS Applications if such information has been entered and stored on the Transmission Provider’s OASIS. (previously 001-xx(2).1.3)”


� WEQ-001-101.6: An Eligibile Customer may, as an alternative to entering the information directly on OASIS, complete the application off OASIS and upload the NITS  Application to OASIS. (previously 001-xx(2).1.4).


� Motion 7 reads as follows: “Transmission providers can view any information on pending (before submittal) NITS applications if they’re being entered and stored on OASIS.  There will also be an upload functionality to upload an application and other documents (e.g. maps, images). This upload functionality will allow the customer to create a complete application off oasis and submit as if the application was originally created on oasis.”


� WEQ-001-101.7: OASIS shall have upload functionality associated with NITS Applications.


� FERC Order No. 890, ¶1582 reads as follows: “In response to a request by South Carolina E&G, we clarify that firm third-party sales may be made from an undesignated portion of a network customer’s network resources (i.e., a “slice-of-system sale”), so long as all of the applicable requirements are met. In particular, the network customer must submit undesignations for each portion of each resource supporting the third-party sale. If the undesignation is temporary, then the request must be accompanied by a request to redesignate the resource(s) on a specific date. When the undesignation takes effect, the network customer must update the capacities specified in its list of designated network resources posted on OASIS.”


� FERC Order No. 890-A, ¶947 reads as follows: “With regard to the undesignation of units used to supply system sales, we clarify that portions of the seller’s individual network resources supporting a sale of system power do not need to be undesignated so long as the system sale is itself designated as a network resource by the buyer. Instead, the seller should undesignate a portion of its system equal to the amount of the system sale, but which is not attributed to any specific generators. If the system sale is not designated as a network resource by the buyer, the seller must submit undesignations for each portion of each resource supporting the third party sale. Since we believe most, if not all, system sales sourced from designated network resources are themselves designated as network resources by the buyer, we expect that few system sales will require undesignation on a unit-by-unit basis.”


� FERC Order No. 890-B, ¶202 read as follows: “The Commission affirms the determination in Order No. 890-A that a network customer and the transmission provider’s merchant function must undesignate each portion of each resource that is used to support a sale of system power if the buyer has not designated the purchase as a network resource.133 The requirement that network customers undesignate their network resources when making firm third-party sales was first imposed in Order No. 888 to ensure that all designated network resources can, in fact, be called upon by the transmission provider to serve network load: Absent a requirement that network resources always be available to meet a customer’s network loads, reliability of service to the network customer as well as to native load and other network customers could be affected…. If a network customer desires to enter into a firm sale from its designated network resource …, it must eliminate the appropriate resources or portions thereof from its designated network resources pursuant to pro forma tariff section 30.[134]”


� FERC Order No. 890-B, ¶203 read as follows: “The restriction on third-party sales from designated network resources therefore enhances the ability of the transmission provider to plan and operate its system to integrate designated resources with the customer’s loads. Without the restriction, transmission providers could reduce ATC by maintaining the same existing transmission commitments for anticipated uses of the network customer’s designated resources even though the network customer has otherwise committed those same resources to other parties on a firm basis.”


� FERC Order No. 890-B, ¶204 reads as follows: “The Commission in Order No. 890 therefore retained the requirement to undesignate network resources that are used to support firm third-party sales, reiterating that the undesignation and redesignation requirements work together to promote reliability, prevent undue discrimination, promote comparable treatment of customers, and increase the accuracy of ATC calculations.135 In Order No. 890-A, however, the Commission clarified that the requirement to undesignate on a resource-by-resource basis does not apply to system sales in the event the buyer has also designated the purchase as a network resource.136 This clarification was provided in response to complaints by various petitioners that keeping track of individual generating units and amounts of generation from each unit being used to support system sales is unduly burdensome or impossible.137


� FERC Order No. 890-B, ¶205 reads as follows: “At the outset, we note that the discussion in Order No. 890-A appears to have


caused confusion by not specifically stating that the exception to the requirement to undesignate capacity supporting a system sale on a resource-by-resource basis for system sales that are designated as network resources by the buyer applies only to transactions in which the buyer and seller are located on the same transmission system. As the Commission explained in Order No. 890-A, when a seller’s network resources are used to support an on-system system sale, the buyer meets the informational requirements of section 29.2(v) simply by identifying the seller’s system as the resource, because the detailed operating characteristics for those generators were already provided when they were designated by the seller.138 The transmission provider is therefore already modeling power transfers from those resources to the seller’s load. The designation of a system sale as a network resource by the buyer provides the transmission provider adequate information to also simulate power transfers from that resource to the buyer’s load given that the transmission provider already has information on the system resources resulting from the seller’s designation of the underlying resources. It is not necessary to require the seller to undesignate individual resources and, instead, the undesignation can be done on a system basis, i.e., by undesignating an aggregate portion of network resources equal to the amount of the system sale, but which is not attributed to any specific resource.
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