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MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting. The participants introduced themselves over the phone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  The agenda was revised to correct several clerical errors. Ms. Otondo moved that the revised agenda be adopted; the motion passed unanimously.  
The group reviewed draft meeting minutes from December 16, 2009 and January 6, 2010. Minor changes were made to each draft during this review. Mr. Saini moved that the revised December minutes be adopted as modified; his motion carried unanimously. Ms. Otondo then moved to adopt the January minutes as amended; her motion also carried without opposition. 

The participants determined the meeting schedule for the rest of 2010,  as posted on the NAESB WEQ OASIS webpage: http://naesb.org/weq/weq_oasis.asp. 
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

The group began its review of the OATI Flow document and OATI’s comments on NITS New Flow. NITS New Flow, which contains informal comments from multiple parties, is shown (displaying redline changes made during the meeting) at: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis012610a2.doc. The Parking Lot, where less immediate issues go for future consideration, is found (with meeting redline edits) at: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis012610a3.doc.  The participants incorporated OATI’s comments into the NITS New Flow beginning with WEQ 001-103. 
Mr. True asked whether an application can go to INVALID from COMPLETED. Mr. Wood replied that INVALID only arises in the context of a modification. He added that once COMPLETED, every piece is there, but some state is needed between COMPLETED and CONFIRMED before an executed agreement is in hand. 

Mr. Pritchard asked about “material” changes made after an application is marked COMPLETED. Ms. Bigelow suggested DECLINED, since negotiations would have been cut off. Mr. Pritchard remarked that DECLINED typically deals with price. Ms. Otondo asked whether Mr. Pritchard was referring to “the requested change or just the application.” Mr. Pritchard responded that he was referring to the application.He added that INVALID means that something was not filled out properly. Ms. Otondo asked whether any change was a modification. In her view, once an application goes to COMPLETED, subsequent changes amount to separate requests.

Mr. Wood asked whether any changes (material or non-material) should be permitted between completion and securing the agreement. Ms. Bigelow observed that customers are not permitted to make post-submission changes in the point-to-point (PTP) arena. She added that the study process will be interfered with if customers are allowed to re-open their applications. She concurred with Ms. Otondo about closing the door to all modifications once an application is submitted. 

Mr. Williamson disagreed, preferring that an opportunity for the Transmission Provider (TP) to judge materiality should be built into the process. Mr. Pritchard stated that since this process is presumably leading to an agreement, an evaluation would have to be done on any modified version. He suggested that perhaps INVALID should indeed be removed from this context. 

Mr. Wood asked the group what they considered appropriate in place of INVALID in this post-COMPLETED environment. Ms. Bigelow suggested DECLINE, since it is broadly defined. She acknowledged Mr. Pritchard’s observation about DECLINE being customarily used to refer to a price issue, but reiterated her support for drawing a bright line at COMPLETED. She then asked what should happen if a change were to happen in the course of a study or a NITSA negotiation. She asked whether an application can go backward from COMPLETED and opened the floor to suggestions for what state to use in place of INVALID.

Ms. Rehman expressed support for removing INVALID and suggested that post-COMPLETED material changes go to WITHDRAWN. Mr. Pritchard asked whether the OATT referred to “material changes.” Ms. Rehman commented that post-COMPLETED material changes should result in the loss of queue position; she added that she is concerned with false starts. Mr. Saini expressed his understanding that the materiality of a change was moot in a post-COMPLETED context. 

Ms. Bigelow asked whether it was technologically feasible to design software to permit non-material changes; she re-phrased her question, asking whether the current discussion was made moot for technological reasons. 

The group decided to remove WEQ 001-103.1 containing INVALID. 

Ms. Otondo asked whether the participants needed to describe the circumstances under which a TP chooses DECLINE or REFUSE, etc. Ms. Rehman noted that WEQ 102.4.4.3 through 102.4.7 all deal with DECLINE. Mr. Wood asked whether the group would like to allow material changes after COMPLETED, since there is no use for keeping DECLINE as a valid state if the answer is no. He agreed with Ms. Rehman that it should remain a valid state option after COMPLETED. Ms. Otondo asked what would happen if an application were to skip the study and go straight to ACCEPTED. 

Mr. Rooker stated that it is possible to have agreements that are not signed until after OASIS confirmation occurs, citing the FERC 30-day filing window. Mr. Wood asked whether ANNUL would be the appropriate step if an application had been confirmed prior to FERC’s refusal. Mr. Rooker concurred that that would likely be the case, but that a reservation can still be scheduled prior to signature (using the unexecuted agreement). 

Mr. Hansen asked whether OASIS or the underlying paper contract controlled in the event of a discrepancy between the two. Ms. Otondo noted that such a mismatch has indeed gotten entities into trouble. Ms. Bigelow undertook to research this issue for the next meeting. 

Mr. Wood asked for an informal poll whether DECLINED should be kept as a valid state option after ACCEPTED. Mr. Hansen stated that he needed to know whether OASIS or the underlying contract controlled. The group began to discuss the various ways that there might not be perfect overlap between the two. Mr. Hansen observed that, since NITS is more complicated and voluminous than PTP, there will be more errors into the future. Mr. Wood asked whether it was important to distinguish between major and minor errors on the part of the TP. 

Ms. Otondo stated that minor errors can receive the same treatment as in PTP, but that discrepancies between the paper contract and OASIS were troubling. She offered her recollection in PTP, OASIS trumps the paper contract since PTP is merely an umbrella contract, whereas OASIS is where specific terms get settled. Ms. Bigelow stated that under FERC Order No. 890, TSRs/DNRs that come in are assumed to be appended to the contract as in PTP. She added that the evolving contract may never match the initial contract. She stated a preference for beginning with the NITSA agreement. Mr. Manning noted that sometimes a Third-Party controls what appears on OASIS as opposed to the parties to the underlying contract

Mr. Pritchard stated that his organization’s position was that state changes should not be permitted (from ACCEPTED) to address an accidental data entry. He clarified that if a paper contract had a date of 2016, while on OASIS transmission had been accepted through 2015 because of a clerical error, that this situation would require a new request. Stated a different way, his position is that any mistake that will impact transmission capacity allocation requires a new request. 

Ms. Otondo asked whether a TP should put an application to ACCEPTED before or after a signed NITSA. Mr Pritchard replied that he would recognize a filed NITSA, but that a subsequently changed unfiled NITSA would control. He added that an unsigned NITSA can still be filed at FERC. 

Ms. Otondo asked what would happen if the agreed-upon terms were not on the NITSA but they were on OASIS. Mr. Pritchard responded that the likeliest parallel is offered by the long-term PTP context; he offered that one would likely not withhold service in this situation. 

Mr. Wood announced a new direction of discussion: assuming that the discussion to this point referred to the overall application, what should be done to individual portions of the application. He listed a counter-offer to transmission as an example. He expressed preference for state changes applying equally to the overall application and to portions of the application. Mr. Pritchard offered a thought: perhaps subtemplates should also display the overall application status. Ms. Otondo asked whether the rejection of a portion would therefore entail the rejection of the entirety. Ms. Bigelow noted that studies are conducted over different lengths of time, meaning that one DNR could be in STUDY and another not. Ms. Otondo asked if a network request is being studied, is the NITS application not being studied? 

Ms. Rehman directed the group to OATT 32.1 and reiterated the question: does each portion have the right to have its own state? Mr. Wood narrowed the question by stating that the situation under discussion was a post-COMPLETED one. Ms. Burnette asked where the portions are listed. She was informed that there is no comprehensive list. Ms. Otondo suggested following WEQ 102, meaning that every state must go to ACCEPTED before the overall application may do so. Ms. Rehman called attention to Motion 56 from the motion document. Mr. Saini supported the idea that the overall state governs and that individual portions should not be permitted to trump the state of the overall application. Ms. Bigelow expressed support for each portion being able to go CONFIRMED individually. 

Mr. Pritchard noted parallels to existing frameworks; he suggested that Network Application status could offer guidance. Under this system, prior to COMPLETED, one DNR could be marked deficient or completed, but customer response was not expected until the overall application was deemed DEFICIENT. He suggested that a TP be able to accept a subpart without the Transmission Customer (TC) being yet able to act. 

Mr. Wood undertook to graft the WEQ 102 structure onto the context under discussion off-line and distribute it prior to the next meeting. The unanswered issues were added to the Parking Lot (see above). 

3. 
Adjourn
An unopposed motion to adjourn was made; the meeting adjourned at 12:00pm.  
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