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WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Meeting -- Hosted by Salt River Project in Phoenix, AZ

February 3, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
February 4, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

DRAFT 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 group agreed to modify the agenda to include an update on the Executive Committee meeting held the previous day. The modified agenda was unanimously adopted upon a motion by Ms. Otondo. 
2. February 2, 2010 Executive Committee Meeting Update
Mr. Wood announced that a task force had been established to address certain issues surrounding the confidentiality of e-Tags. Ms. Otondo announced that another task force had been created to address the scope of the upcoming OASIS subcommittee project relating to transmission across multiple providers. 
3. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
The group began the task of describing the available states once an application has been set to COMPLETED. Reference documents used during this endeavor were Wood Proposed 103 Sections and Sorenson Proposed 103 Sections; agreed-upon wording was included into the NITS New Flow document. 


001-103.1

Mr. True stated his preference that every completed application go to STUDY, adding that DECLINED suggests that certain information had not been provided. He referred to STUDY timelines mandated by FERC in OATT 29.2 and expressed concern with a delay in entering the STUDY phase. Mr. Sorenson asked if each portion should be set to STUDY if the overall had been set to STUDY. He suggested using the overall state of COUNTEROFFER if material changes were under consideration. Mr. Hansen asked if any “negative” or “dead” final state in a portion would roll up to the overall application state. The group discussed the merits of a top-down or bottom-up conceptual approach. As a result of this discussion, the following was added to the Parking Lot: 

There will be a data element on the sub-templates to reflect that status of the overall NITS Application. This state will be included on modification subtemplates in addition to sub-templates in the initial application. For modifications, the overall status will be reflected as CONFIRMED.

Ms. Rehman asked that the purpose of Section 103 be clarified. Mr. Wood replied that it was to set forth the process of moving an application from COMPLETED to CONFIRMED. 

Mr. Sorenson suggested that a TP be required to set the overall state, but be left discretion as to the state changes of portions. He suggested a re-ordering of the states. Mr. Hansen asked how it was possible to go from COMPLETED to DECLINED without first going to STUDY. Mr. Sorenson stated that 99.9 percent of the time, a study would be performed, but that flexibility should be included to go directly to COUNTEROFFER or other states in certain situations. After an informal poll with 12 in favor, 2 against and one abstention, the group agreed to include the following conceptual approach in 103.1.1: 



Once the Transmission Provider has set the state of the NITS Application to COMPLETED, the Transmission Provider shall change the state of the NITS Application to one of the following to indicate its evaluation of the NITS Application:
I.
STUDY

II.
DECLINED

III.
REFUSED (Final State)

IV.
COUNTEROFFER

V.
ACCEPTED


001-103.2

The participants resumed the discussion of the desired linkage between the overall application and its portions, this time in the STUDY context. Ms. Rehman referred to 102.4.1 and 102.4.2, expressing a preference for a hard link; Mr. Hansen observed that Mr. Sorenson’s idea (see above) permitted flexibility to allow the individual portions to tell a unique story. 

Discussion was had as to the connection between the 30-day SIS deadline and the portions. Mr. Hansen suggested that setting a portion to STUDY would not start this clock, although setting the overall may do so. Mr. Pritchard stated his view that this SIS clock only began upon the execution of a study agreement. Ms. Otondo asked that this distinction be clarified in the standard. Mr. Sorenson stated that “study” has always been a broadly defined term that permits discretion on the part of TPs. He suggested leaving the overall at COMPLETED and setting relevant portions to STUDY. Ms. Otondo offered that “study” may carry connotations within a TP system that the SIS 30-day clock has begun; she added that setting the overall application to STUDY would have ATC relevance to other parties. The group crafted the wording captured in 103.2.1, 103.2.2, and 103.2.3 to reflect the consensus it had achieved. 


001-103.3

Ms. Rehman asked why DECLINE was needed in a post-COMPLETED setting. After some discussion, Mr. Pritchard suggested that, in certain circumstances, it may be useful to allow for the termination of an otherwise valid application due to non-performance of a contractual obligation. After discussion yielding consensus that “terminate” should not be used as a state, participants incorporated Mr. Pritchard’s understanding into 103.3.1 and 103.3.2.


001-103.4

Mr. True asked whether REFUSED suited the scenario of the partial availability of transmission service. Messrs. Hansen and Rooker stated that their systems were “all or nothing.” Ms. Otondo stated that the OATT is silent on this issue. Participants drafted 103.4.1 and 103.4.2. 


001-103.5

Mr. Sorenson stated that the intent of COUNTEROFFER is to address scenarios such as when certain DNRs may be refused as non-deliverable firm. In this context, COUNTEROFFER would permit modifications of affected portions of an initial application. Mr. McGovern made reference to OATT 32.3, where, in the context of a SIS, any counteroffer provision needs to afford the TC the flexibility to switch delivery points. Mr. Wood and Ms. Rehman expressed their concern with the implied requirement to change portions to COUNTEROFFER captured in proposed 103.5.2. Mr. Sorenson asked what other mechanism could be used to indicate which portions had been countered. He suggested that perhaps every portion that was not part of the agreement going forward be set to a final state. After this idea was captured on the work paper, the meeting was suspended until the following day. 

001-103.5.1 & 001-103.5.2
Mr. McGovern asked about the proposed treatment of the balance in a partial counteroffer (for instance, if 80 percent is accepted and 20% is countered, does the remaining 20 percent lose its queue time?). Mr. Wood and Ms. Otondo noted that 103.5.1 addresses total counteroffers, whereas 103.5.2.1 addresses partial counteroffers. They indicated that the 20 percent balance in the example is lost. Mr. Sorenson added that no option is retained on the 20 percent. 

Mr. Hansen asked whether, in a single DNR, single DNL, single request for 100 MW context when a TP counteroffers for 1 MW, the TP is obligated to perform a study on the remaining 99 MW. Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Otondo replied that, although it likely not a NAESB issue, the whole application would likely go into STUDY. They noted that TPs generally address this in one of two ways in PTP: 1) treat the whole request as pending subject to a study; 2) grant the fixed term /fixed amount that can be confirmed. 

Mr. Pritchard suggested that portions be set to their appropriate states prior to setting the overall application to COUNTEROFFER. Mr. Wood and Mr. Sorenson agreed with this proposition. Mr. Hansen asked whether TCs were expected to confirm each portion or just the overall counteroffer. Ms. Otondo stated that the REBID option suggests that portions require individual TC action. Mr. Sorenson expressed a preference to leave but two choices to the TC; take it or leave it. Mr. Wood asked what is currently done about offline paperwork when the offer is tendered after the SIS and only parts are accepted. Mr. Sorenson stated that OASIS will reflect those offline agreements. Mr. Hansen asked what constituted a REBID. Mr. Sorenson answered that it refers exclusively to the lowering of capacity. The group agreed that REBID was not applicable to the NITS context; it was removed. 
The question was raised whether portions should be changed to COUNTEROFFER. Mr. Pritchard suggested that confirmation of the overall should set all portions to CONFIRMED; he added that he favors the ability of a TC to counteroffer. Mr. McGovern agreed that network service was a package deal and that he supported a TC’s right to counteroffer. 

Mr. Sorenson expressed support for certainty, given that much effort is expended in the 60-day study window permitted by FERC. He noted that permitting counteroffers by a TC during a study period would be a large complication. Mr. Pritchard noted that FERC has permitted DNRs contingent on the availability of transmission capacity; he added that a DNR delivered through different transmission from the same resource does not change the DNR, only the transmission. He also expressed support for informal communications regarding this issue. 

Mr. Wood agreed with Mr. Sorenson, stating that a change to an interface (i.e. change to transmission allocation because a TC changes transmission location or path) is a material change even if originating from the same resource. Ms. Otondo asked for discretion to be permitted, since materiality may be system-dependent. Ms. Huey supported the ability to engage in informal communications in this context. The group reached consensus that the 103.5.1 and 103.5.2 proposed standards were sufficient. 


001-103.6

The group crafted the wording of this section. Mr. McGovern asked what a TC was to do if a facility study came back requiring a prohibitively large build-out cost. Mr. Pritchard stated the from an LSE perspective, it is simply accepted as submitted by the TC; he offered that a TC counteroffer could be another option. Mr. Sorenson agreed, noting that if the options presented in the study lead a customer to withdraw and resubmit, then the TP’s role in arriving at that either/or choice needs to be analyzed. He added that allowing a TP to consider customer-initiated actions flowing from a completed study needed to be structurally permitted. Ms. Otondo agreed that room needed to be left for negotiation during a study period. Mr. Sorenson suggested that the structure should not prohibit changes by the customer during the study period because some TPs may prefer the TC to make the changes. 

Reference was made to 001-101.10 defining Withdrawal. The group reached consensus that post-completion withdrawal of modifications by a TC should be permissible. 

The group considered the question of whether a TC can withdraw portions after the overall application has been set to COMPLETED. Mr. Pritchard noted that a SIS may recommend or require additional changes by a TC. Mr. Wood supported the application be “locked down” during the study process. Mr. Sorenson noted that Mr. Wood’s suggestion would require a TP to be granted access during the period at issue to reflect any off-OASIS agreements. He suggested enabling a function to permit a TP to send a request to modify giving the TC this ability. Ms. Otondo and Ms. Rehman expressed support for Mr. Sorenson’s idea since a given change may require a new TC attestation. 
Mr. Wood suggested that perhaps the concept of “modification” could be expanded to fit this scenario to permit the TP to affirm or deny TC initiated changes made during this period. Mr. Sorenson stated that the cleanest way to create the structure is to prevent the modification of submitted information; once submitted, he expressed preference that data be all there or withdrawn in its entirety. The group discussed the possible forms that this ability to make a “correction” might take. Mr. Sorenson stated that the choice presented is either to withdraw/replace or modify. The NITS New Flow work paper at 103.6.2.1 sets forth the group’s intended course of action. In addition, the following was drafted in to the Parking Lot: 

2/4/2010 Consensus – Because the NITS Application process will allow changes to the Completed Application based on the evaluation and study results and informal communications between the TP and Eligible Customer and Network Customers are allowed to request Modifications to Service after the NITS Application has been CONFIRMED, the NITS on OASIS standards will not use REBID.

Mr. Sorenson agreed to draft wording to that effect. Mr. Pritchard noted that 103.2.6 and 103.2.6.1 should be collapsed; the change was made. 


001-103.7

The group revisited the options available to a TC upon receipt of a counteroffer; the group agreed CONFIRM and WITHDRAW are the only options available and included this concept in 103.7.1. 
Ms. Otondo made reference to the “material change to service” in the OATT; she stated her understanding that such “service” begins only after CONFIRM. Mr. Pritchard noted that an additional state may be needed to address the situation that exists when a customer asks that an unexecuted agreement be filed with FERC. The group agreed with Mr. Pritchard that this issue deserved further investigation; it was added to the Parking Lot along with certain housekeeping items. 


001-103.7.1.1

Mr. Sorenson stated that he had intended this section to serve two purposes: 1) to serve as recognition of the underlying consequences of action taken; 2) to display the on-OASIS impacts of that action. He stated that OASIS could do this automatically (i.e. set every portion to confirm if the overall application goes to CONFIRM); the group agreed that such automation was preferable to putting a burden on either the TC or TP individually. 

4. Wrap-up & Plan for February 17, 2010 conference call
The participants agreed to begin with Section 104 dealing with modifications at the upcoming conference call.
5. 
Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 4:00pm.  

6. 
Attendance
	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Gary
	Alexander
	Midwest ISO

	Daryn 
	Barker
	E.On US

	Christina 
	Bigelow
	Entergy

	James 
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Marilyn
	Franz
	NV Energy

	Barry
	Green
	EPSA

	Brad
	Hansen
	BPA

	Doris
	Huey
	British Columbia Transmission

	Tony
	Hunziker
	Midwest ISO

	Richard 
	Ishikawa
	Sempra Utilities

	Josh
	Jenkins
	Southern Company

	Marie 
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Patrick
	McGovern
	Georgia Transmission

	Marcie 
	Otondo
	APS

	Gail
	Parker
	Midwest ISO

	Alan 
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara 
	Rehman
	BPA

	Jeff
	Rooker
	SPP

	Narinder 
	Saini
	Entergy

	Paul
	Sorenson
	OATI

	Roy 
	True
	ACES Power Marketing

	Larry 
	Williamson
	Black Hills

	JT 
	Wood
	Southern Company
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