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July 21, 2011
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Entergy in New Orleans, LA
December 14, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

December 15, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

December 16, 2010 from 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Pritchard welcomed participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before attendees introduced themselves over the phone. After reviewing the draft agenda, the subcommittee decided to add an agenda item to allow a technical team update before unanimously voting to approve the agenda as revised. 

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

Mark Nielson presented the work paper prepared prior to the meeting. 

· Update on Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
Mr. Wood provided a brief summary of the work undertaken by the Provisionally Denied task force. The group discussed the NITS timeline and how it related to the SAMTS work. Ms. Knox noted that she was preparing an informal comments document on behalf of the organized markets. Certain participants expressed concern regarding the aggressive timeline both for SAMTS and NITS. 
· Continue review of Timing Table

Mr. Wood introduced the topic and opened Table 105-A on the NITS Master document before asking for comments from participants.  After a comment by Mr. Lee, the table was modified to permit requests queued between 24-72 hours be assigned a 60 minute, rather than 30 minute, provider evaluation time limit; this change was captured on the NITS Master Redline. 
· New draft language for SUPERSEDED and DISPLACED provided by JT Wood

Mr. Wood reminded attendees that this section had been left out of the WEQ 001 effort thus far. He opened the Superseded Section Submitted by JT Wood document and provided a summary of the work paper before asking for questions. 

Mr. True asked whether a later request of longer duration would be prioritized over a previous request of shorter duration.  Ms. Rehman made reference to WEQ 001-4.15 in the current standards, stating that her interpretation was the rule was first-come, first-served.  Mr. Saini agreed, but observed that those standards were written when there was only one network possible. He added that the issue merited a full discussion. Ms. Rehman noted that Tier one is reserved for long-term firm, regardless of how that service is subdivided. 
Mr. Wood stated that an issue could arise when a long-term deal gets renewed. He suggested that one possible solution was to have long-term renewals handled by each Transmission Provider, effectively removing it from WEQ  001 entirely. 
Mr. True reiterated his question by providing an example: in PTP, in a competition context, if a request comes in for 2 days, and another comes in right behind it for 2 months on same path, if the first request does not match the second request, would it be superseded? He added that network does not have this problem, because queue order is respected; he asked what gets displaced in his example. An attendee noted that network can displace PTP on a constrained path (even if it has been confirmed) under certain situations, although not during an unconditional period. 

Mr. Lee asked what timing was used for concomitant evaluations; Mr. Saini replied that the PTP timing was used. Mr. Lee asked what would happen if a concomitant request were superseded; Mr. Wood replied that the undesignated portion of the deal would go back to designated. The subcommittee agreed to the wording entered at 105.2.11.1 on the Superseded Redline work paper. 
Ms. Rehman asked which would hold the higher priority in the renewal hypothetical. Mr. Wood responded that, if a long-term came in for 30 years and then another entity requested a 5-year renewal, under 2.2 rules, the 5-year renewal would have to match. Ms. Rehman stated that she did not understand why this possibility is being addressed here in the DNR section, noting that her understanding was that the subcommittee had agreed to remain silent on DNR renewals. The decision was made to remove superseded from the draft standards except for secondary service; corresponding changes were made to the draft standards. 
· Slice of system review

Mr. Wood opened the Slice of System Undesignations document; consensus changes were captured on the Slice of System Redline document. 

Mr. True asked how one could undesignate a slice of system resource under a slice of system contract. Ms. Rehman agreed that this was an issue because a power purchase was not resource-specific; she observed that to break off specified pieces seemed impossible to achieve. Mr. True agreed, stating that slice of system should be all or nothing, meaning that slice of system should remain the smallest unit eligible for undesignation. 
The subcommittee discussed the impossibility of tracing a slice of system undesignation to a particular generator or generating unit. The group decided to permit the undesignation of a capacity amount, despite the inability to know the resource origin. 
· Definition of Start & stop time for agent
After reviewing the Agent template and validation work paper, attendees reviewed the NITS Master document for the definition of agent start/stop times. Discussion was held relating to start-stop times for transactions that fall outside the period of agent authorization. Ms. Rehman suggested the possibility that any action falling outside of the start-stop times granted to the agent be declared invalid. In response to a question, she noted that an attendee at a previous subcommittee meeting had asked that agent information be displayed on-OASIS. She stated that she would be comfortable leaving the template out if the subcommittee decided that this issue was best handled off-OASIS, but requested that, if it is put on-OASIS, the period of agency be given a defined term. 
Mr. Wood suggested putting agency up in the WEQ 001 general standards as new 001-101.2.2. Mr. Saini observed that two distinct issues were present, authorization and the level of authorization. 
Mr. Wood offered some draft wording, captured on the NITS Master Redline work paper. The group agreed that further specificity would be achieved in the WEQ 002 standards.  
· Continue review of NITS WEQ-002

Throughout discussion of this agenda item, changes were captured on the NITS WEQ-002 Redline work paper. 
The group discussed how often load forecasts needed to be updated; 29.2 (iv) of the OATT was consulted. Ms. Etheredge suggested separate fields for summer and winter forecasts; the group agreed. In response to a question of whether the MW amounts should be displayed, Mr. Wood stated that the information was intended for the Transmission Provider, and would likely be masked. The group discussed whether MW amounts would be captured on-OASIS or off-OASIS. Ms. Etheredge expressed an interest in receiving this information on-OASIS to address certain reporting requirements. An informal poll was taken, in which a majority of attendees preferred load forecasts be submitted off-OASIS. The group also agreed to make the surrounding template structure optional.  The reference to masking was removed because the decision was made to simply have a Y/N checkbox indicating that the information had been submitted; Ms. Etheredge called attention to 29.2 of the OATT, noting that “should” could mean either: 1) mandatory with Y/N; or, 2) template structure is optional, but not both. 
The subcommittee agreed to remove load interruptible, frequency, and frequency period and insert them in a new subtemplate called nitsinterruptibleloadinfo. The group noted that start-stop time referred to the forecast period. 

Ms. Rehman made reference to 29.2.(iii) of the OATT and stated that the initial best estimate of total load at each voltage level and a ten-year estimate for summer/winter after service begins were each suggested.  She suggested that the total amount of load estimate is unclear, and encouraged that data elements be provided for each context.

She stated that she had been unable to find where the total load amount at each substation data element is found. Mr. Wood stated that load forecast data elements could be used. Several attendees stated that individual substation peaks provided far greater granularity and thus were preferable. Mr. Pritchard suggested that the load forecast be made mandatory for the nitsload template, but optional for anything below that (e.g. nitsloadadditionalinfo and nitsinterruptibleloadinfo templates); the subcommittee agreed.  
Mr. Pritchard noted a potential issue if, for example, a winter peak of 2500MW is forecast between January 1 and December 31 were submitted, since this information could be understood to apply to two different years. He expressed a preference for submitting seasonal peaks off-OASIS, inclusive of coincident peaks. 
The group discussed whether service increment implied a duration or a product. All in attendance understood that there is only one product for network service, although Transmission Provider business practices may differ as to durational differences permitted. 
Attendees discussed whether secondary service belonged with PTP or NITS. The group removed the “firm” restriction on NSRs after a brief clarifying discussion. Discussion was held as how best to accommodate secondary in NITS, essentially whether it should follow the DNR logic or not, as it is not designated. Mr. Wood noted that it was currently impossible to distinguish between what is and what is not a DNR. The subcommittee agreed that once NITS takes effect, distinct DNR and capacity lists would be generated. The group agreed to keep secondary service in the NITS standards. Corresponding changes were made to the work paper. 
· Continue NITS WEQ-003 new data element definitions, review and possible changes to existing data elements to accommodate NITS
The group began its review of WEQ 003 at the “customer system name”. The group captured many modifications made during the meeting on the NITS WEQ-003 Redline work paper. 
· Preview of NITS WEQ-013

Ms. Rehman presented the WEQ 013 Preliminary Draft Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA document prepared prior to the meeting. She explained the purpose of the legend at the top of the work paper, recommending that a new WEQ 101 section was needed in WEQ 013. She provided a thorough review of the document, noting that much work remained. She asked attendees whether the structure and format as contemplated was suitable. Participants expressed no issue with the effort and thanked her for her work. Ms. Rehman asked for and received confirmation that deferrals would be used for NITS, while recalls would not. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The subcommittee scheduled full-day meetings on January 10, 13 and 25, 2011 and February 8-9 and 14, 2011. 
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 12:00pm Central on December 16. 
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