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OASIS Meeting
January 12, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
January 13, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

January 14, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

Hosted by NAESB in Houston, TX

FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting. The participants introduced themselves in person and over the phone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  The agenda was revised to clarify how the document “Brad’s Flow” would be used during the meeting. Mr. Pritchard moved that the revised agenda be adopted; the motion passed unanimously.  The participants discussed and set the subcommittee’s 2010 meeting schedule, available on the NAESB website. 
2.

Review draft standards in conjunction with the OATI Flow, Brad’s Flow and NITS New Flow


documents, beginning with proposed WEQ 001-102.4.8
The participants incorporated OATI’s comments into the NITS New Flow document containing suggested changes from multiple parties, using Brad’s Flow as a reference. 

001-102.3.2
The group decided to strike this proposed standard because it was duplicative of 102.4.2.


001-102.3.3

The group unanimously decided to delete this proposed standard. 


001-102.3.4

Mr. Sorenson observed that, although 102.4.4 includes the option of DECLINED, it is not a valid state transition. He proposed adding it to 102.2.2. Discussion ensued whether DECLINED can be an initial response state or whether it must follow another state. The group decided that there should only be three possible initial responses; DECLINED was removed as an option. Mr. Ridgely asked whether the setting of an application to INVALID automatically reset its queue time. Mr. Pritchard asked whether the “new or revised” wording in 102.4.7 suggests that a rejected application can be resubmitted with the same queue time; he suggested dropping “revised” from that proposed standard. Mr. Hansen stated that “new or revised” is tariff wording. Ms. Rehman remarked that resubmitted applications should receive a new queue time; the participants agreed. Mr. Ridgely stated that he has an issue with any implication that an application can be revised after rejection. Mr. Sorenson suggested that 102.4.7 be reworded to emphasize that a rejected application results in the loss of queue time. 
Mr. Hansen mentioned that IT can be a facilitator in this context, suggesting that, given the time invested in the creation of an application, it could be kept in a workspace after rejection. Once salient changes have been made, it could be resubmitted with a new queue time. Mr. Sorenson noted that a substandard could be added to require OASIS to permit such a workspace.
Mr. Sorenson read the OATT wording confirming that it uses “new or revised;” he then proposed different wording for 102.4.7; “unique . . . and a new.” Participants agreed to the modification. After a suggestion from Ms. Otondo, this wording was also copied into new 102.3.2. 

001-101.7 

The group drafted this section to reflect the workspace functionality described above. Mr. Jenkins suggested that 101.5 could be changed to “new and revised” as a possible alternative solution. Ms. Otondo questioned whether that approach would provide sufficient clarity. Mr. Pritchard suggested merging “pre-submittal” from 101.5 into the concept underlying 101.7. Mr. Sorenson suggested that 101.7 be made a subset of 101.5; the group agreed and the change was made. 

001-102.3.5

After a recess, Mr. True asked that the difference between “request” and “application” be explained. Mr. Sorenson replied that multiple requests make up an application. The group then deleted this standard because it was found duplicative of 102.4.6. 
The group discussed whether to refer to Application or NITS Application; reference to Parking Lot item 5 confirmed that the latter was to be used consistently. The question arose whether Request or NITS Request should be used and whether those terms should be defined. Mr. Wood stated that the generic Request would likely be sufficient, since all requests go through state changes. Mr. Sorenson observed the reverse, but added that the concomitant context, involving both NITS and PTP requests, could prove problematic. He added that there are general over-arching concepts that may be better left general, especially to permit bundling.

The group questioned whether 101.2 “Request” should cover modifications as well. Changes were made to 101.1 and 101.2 to extend Request to these contexts. The group acknowledged the difficulty inherent in achieving precision since the requirements and scope of a concomitant application are as yet undefined. 

001-101.5.3

The group added a time element to subsection two of this standard. Mr. Sorenson and Mr. Hansen suggested that the 6-month clock begins to run from the last saved modification to the workspace. Ms. Bigelow suggested the wording “from the last update.” Certain changes were made for consistency to subparts of 105.5.1 through 105.5.3.2. 
After the lunch recess, Mr. Sorenson offered that COMPLETED needed to better understood: what constitutes it? how is it evaluated? how can one identify what is completed and what information is associated with it? In his conceptualization, all supporting information requests have a state associated with them and all these components are completed, then the whole application is completed. Mr. Hansen asked the group which changes may be considered not material. Ms. Otondo asked where the clear line between material and not material existed. Mr. Sorenson referred to 102.4.3 and posited a situation where a customer successfully finds an alternate power source (thereby allowing them to serve load from somewhere other than described in the original application); he suggested that this is an appropriate use for DEFICIENT. Mr. Sorenson read his proposed version of 102.4.3. 
Ms. Knox asked whether this created a gaming incentive. Mr. Hansen referred to his organization’s tariff requirements which leave substantial discretion to determine what is INVALID and/or what constitutes gaming, particularly planned gaming. He suggests the need for latitude to address this as found in 102.4.4.3. He requested the flexibility to define DEFICIENT.  He posited that there are three possible options under DEFICIENT: 1) add data; 2) subtract data; 3) remove data. 

Mr. Wood presented three available options: 1) keep 102.4.3 as it is; 2) keep Mr. Sorenson’s version; 3) keep 102.4.3.1. The group selected the latter option; changes were made accordingly. 
Mr. Pritchard voiced a concern that a customer be able to trigger multiple deficiencies and multiple reevaluations affecting portions, rather than setting the overall application to reevaluate. Ms. Rehman noted that “portion” found within 102.4.1 was unclear. Mr. Hansen expressed a preference for having the overall application go to a different status, provided there was a built-in function to highlight any portion causing a deficiency. He added that if the status of affected portions were simultaneously changed, then a redundancy would result. He also stated that the initial application context is the only situation where such a redundancy would result. Participants discussed the merits of top-down versus bottom-up approaches. Ms. Bigelow suggested that perhaps this issue should be left to individual implementation and thus not prescribed. Mr. Sorenson suggested that for some adjustments a portion might simply be tagged, thus avoiding a state change. He added that, in the alternative, the post-acceptance structure could be grafted into this pre-acceptance context. Ms. Knox made the following motion (Motion 56):

The states determined in Motion 48 for use in the initial (umbrella) NITS Application, will also be used for the sub-templates (“piece parts”) in both the initial NITS Application and for modifications to service.
A vote was taken, with seven in favor and two abstentions; the motion carried. 

When the meeting resumed the following day, Ms. Rehman asked whether DECLINED should be added to 102.2.2 as a valid status. Ms. Otondo stated that DECLINED should be defined and its scope established. Mr. Williamson asked how a TP would receive the communication that a TC has corrected a deficiency. Mr. Wood answered that a customer could either set it to reevaluate or communicate informally. 
Mr. Sorenson observed that there are two choices available in the current state table: INVALID and DECLINED. He stated that INVALID was originally conceived as a pre-screen to eliminate worthless data. He suggested using DECLINED in other situations. Ms. Rehman asked how WITHDRAWN fits into the equation. Mr. Sorenson suggested adding a fourth option to permit a customer to withdraw at any time. Ms. Otondo suggested placing this capability into the general provisions as opposed to 102.2. After a discussion of the mechanics of withdrawal, 101.10 was added; “Eligible Customer” was intentionally drafted as opposed to “customer.”

Sections 102.3.6, 102.3.7, 102.3.9, and 102.4.1 were deleted.

001-102.5
Participants began work on a new section dealing with a completed NITS Application. Mr. Sorenson’s proposed wording was renumbered and used as the starting point for discussion and drafting. 


001-102.5.1

Participants agreed that this standard addresses the situation where, in the process of resolving deficiencies, customer information is WITHDRAWN and is no longer part of the application; it also applies to the unlikely situation of INVALID; it is potentially applicable to anything not already taken to a final state. 

001-102.5.2

The statement was made that everything marked COMPLETED is stamped with the queue time of the initial application. Upon a question from Ms. Knox, participants agreed that “portions,” “piece-parts” and “sub-templates” were interchangeable terms. 


001-102.4.1 (old) was deleted as it was redundant. 


001-102.4.2 was deleted, including the concept of EXECUTED because it is no longer under consideration. 

The participants next began reviewing Notes from the work paper. A question was raised concerning the application treatment expected of aggregate loads. Mr. Williamson asked whether singular loads assigned to a customer and aggregate loads assigned to that same customer would fall under the same overarching umbrella agreement of a network service agreement. The group agreed that it should. 

A question then arose about the treatment of ancillary requests; specifically, whether these should be considered 101 or 102 concepts.  There was considerable discussion about whether NAESB standards will require the purchase of ancillary services to be reflected on OASIS in light of FERC Order No. 889. Ms. Knox made the following motion (Motion 57): 

The NAESB Standards will not require the purchase of Ancillary Services for NITS to be performed over OASIS.
Reference was made to 18 C.F.R. 37.6(e)(1)(1) and 18 C.F.R. 37.6(d). Mr. Saini commented that he understands the motion under consideration to be contrary to the CFR requirements. The response was made that this may be the case, but there is no reason that NAESB standards should require the information to be posted on OASIS. Ms. Rehman preferred that NAESB remain silent. Mr. Williamson observed that the current OATI system permits the inclusion of such data. Mr. Hansen noted that the CFR simply requires all ancillary services to be posted. Ms. Bigelow cited two instances when FERC has audited ancillary services. Ms. Otondo commented that under her reading of the CFR, the posting of ancillary agreements on OASIS is not required in the NITS context. Mr. Sorenson preferred to capture the essence of the motion under consideration as an optional sub-template in the technical standards (i.e. not in WEQ 101). Ms. Knox called the question on the vote; 2 were in favor, 4 opposed the motion to call the question. Ms. Knox withdrew her motion. 

After a lunch recess, Ms. Otondo asked whether the NAESB standards needed to address the issue of pre-confirmation in terms of the initial application and any portions. Mr. Wood asked whether the questioned need was for short-term transmission; Ms. Otondo replied that she was thinking of the long-term context. Participants then discussed whether pre-confirmation needed to be more directly addressed within WEQ 102. Mr. True noted that facilitation of transactions was the original reason for pre-confirmed. Mr. Pritchard suggested that perhaps the discussion should be deferred until the group addresses concomitant requests. He posited that pre-confirmation could be a useful mechanism when the undesignation of a DNR is made contingent on obtaining a point-to-point reservation. Ms. Bigelow preferred that NAESB remain silent given the OATT definition of “pre-confirmed application.” Ms. Otondo suggested the need to make clear the fact that there are two applications: one for pre-confirmed, the other not. New standard WEQ 101.12 was added to address this situation. The group noted paragraph 1401 of FERC Order No. 890 concerning the relationship between pre-confirmation and priority. 

The observation was made that one should not have to both designate and request transmission. Mr. Wood commented that one may still designate a network resource and choose two different paths. Mr. Sorensen added that an off-system sale with two points of delivery implies two different resources. Mr. True asked how the direction of electrons could be selected absent a DC tie. Ms. Otondo stated her preference for a flexible standard that recognized different build-outs on different TP systems. Taking transparency and a posted ATC as underlying goals, she suggested having to fill-in a TCA sub-template that requires only the data required in the TP’s calculation. Mr. Hansen commented that, since his organization derives impacts without populating any fields, it would be burdensome if made a requirement. 
Ms. Otondo noted Motion 46 and stated her opinion that this information should be posted on OASIS. Mr. Hansen asked Mr. Sorenson whether he had contemplated individual applications or a total in the aggregate.  Mr. Sorenson replied that he had conceptualized a per service agreement basis. Mr. Hansen asked whether he was suggesting a month-by-month profile. He continued by noting that if a contract exists with 4 generating sources (each with a limit) and 2 points of delivery (each with a limit), then all possible ways of scheduling are not reflected on ATC. Ms. Otondo stated that she wanted to retain the ability to have OASIS calculate the ATC for her, given her organization’s system. 
Ms. Otondo made the following motion after agreeing to remove mention of Motion 46 and consulting the Parking Lot document (Motion 58):

The Transmission Capacity Allocation as discussed and agreed to 7/08/2009 and documented on page 2 of the NITS Parking Lot (see item 3 under “Designation and undesignation of resources and loads”) will be a sub-template used to represent scheduling limitations, when in granting the DNR or DNL there are limitations on the scheduling of a DNR (or group of DNRs) or limitations on the scheduling to a DNL (or group of DNLs). The TP will be allowed to use the template for additional postings, at the TP’s discretion. The NAESB standards will specify certain fields which must be populated and will allow for additional optional fields that may be implemented at a TP’s discretion. The NAESB standards will not specify who is required to populate the sub-template nor the methodology used to determine how to populate the fields. The NAESB standards will specify the timing for populating the template (i.e. either before ACCEPTED or CONFIRMED).
Mr. Sorenson stated that, from a conceptual point of view, a scheduling limitation is not ATC. He noted that in the current motion that the conceptual overlap occurs when there are no deliverability constraints and only sums are needed, without discrete POR/POD allocations. Mr. Pritchard asked whether transmission allocation was subordinate to a DNR, or whether it represents a total at a point of receipt on a given system. He specifically asked whether a separate point of receipt was needed for each of 3 resources, serving 1 load, that enter the Southern Company system at a Duke border point. Mr. Wood replied that the interface will be limited by the allocation on tags since the Network customer will designate different resources. Mr. Pritchard asked whether this was still the case if 3 merchant plants were involved; Mr. Wood answered affirmatively. Mr. Sorenson noted that the sum of all 3 or 1 aggregate total has no system impact. 

Noting that transmission is often seen as the key, Ms. Otondo asked how capacity can be calculated if multiple resources are serving multiple loads. Mr. Sorenson stated that, since resources are known, that transmission would be simply drawn from a mix (portfolio). The meeting was suspended until the following day.

Mr. Hansen began the day by making reference to nested control areas (where an island is created inside a control area) found in the Parking Lot (see above) at #3 on 7/8/9. He expressed concern about boundaries and asked for flexibility to address this entirely internal situation; he asked that the Parking Lot item not be made mandatory. 

Ms. Otondo stated that overturning this Parking Lot issue would require a motion since it was arrived at through consensus. She added that she had understood “boundaries” to refer exclusively to external control area situations; Ms. Rehman confirmed that recollection. Mr. Ridgely expressed support for Mr. Hansen’s suggestion. Mr. Hansen continued that the current Parking Lot statement would require his organization to aggregate existing data and post it separately.  Ms. Rehman recommended flexibility to accommodate different systems. 
Mr. Pritchard stated that, since a customer would need to know what scheduling looks like, the concept should not be discarded. He added that, although point-to-point reservations are currently working for his organization, multiple resources should be identifiable to allow latitude in their dispatch. 

Mr. Sorenson stated that there are two issues. First, a mechanism is needed to address potential scheduling limits between delivery and load (i.e. possible deliverability constraints). If ATC impact transparency is the goal, then system data is a useful mechanism. Second, scheduling limits between POR/POD pairs need to be transparent. He added that although ETC is often inferable, there is not always a one-to-one match up.  Ms. Bigelow stated that she had never envisioned posting in system data because her organization does not use it to post impacts. Mr. Hansen stated a need to show flowgate impacts on systemdata because TSRs are redundant on his organization’s system since they are already captured by DNR/DNLs. He emphasized the need to separately show flow impacts from limited resources, load, and deliverability constraints, as well as the ATC impact on flowgates. 

Ms. Knox made a motion to limit discussion of Motion 58 to 30 minutes; the motion carried after six participants were in favor with only one opposed. 

Mr. Hansen stated that he prefers the following options be presented in the standards: 1) create a TCA; 2) post to system data; 3) either/or or both. After further explanatory discussion regarding the intent and consequences of the motion under consideration, Ms. Otondo withdrew her motion. 

Mr. Sorenson reminded the group that the partial service to load distinction needs to be recognized and recalled on an ongoing basis. A brief discussion ensued whether sufficiency of resources to serve load constitutes part of network service (whether it was a NERC issue or an OATT issue). 


001-103  The group began this new section by agreeing upon a title. Referring to 103.1, Mr. Sorenson stated that the group needed to carefully consider the states a particular field can go through. As an example, he asked whether a load forecast can be counter-offered. Mr. Pritchard read aloud from a document he had prepared and agreed to distribute it to other participants. 
2. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 12:00pm.  
3. Attendance
	First Name
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	Entergy
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	NYISO

	James 
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	Hunziker
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	Jenkins
	Southern Company

	Marie 
	Knox
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	James
	Manning
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	Marcie 
	Otondo
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	Gail
	Parker
	Midwest ISO

	Alan 
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara 
	Rehman
	BPA

	Guy
	Ridgely
	Midwest ISO

	Jeff
	Rooker
	SPP

	Narinder 
	Saini
	Entergy

	Paul
	Sorenson
	OATI

	Roy 
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	ACES Power Marketing

	Blake
	Weathers
	BPA
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	Wesley
	PJM

	Larry 
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	Black Hills

	Jimmy 
	Womack
	SPP

	JT 
	Wood
	Southern Company
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