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OASIS Conference Call

March 23, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM CST
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Ms. Otondo welcomed the participants to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  After the group decided to review the draft minutes after the lunch recess, the motion to adopt the revised agenda passed unanimously.
2.
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

· Review of the NITS New Flow document Section 105
Ms. Otondo presented the modifications to the NITS New Flow document that she had made offline on the group’s behalf. She noted that she had; 1) changed state/status terms as appropriate; 2) made certain changes for clarity and consistency to Sections 102-104; and, 3) highlighted areas of potential controversy for later discussion. After Ms. Otondo presented these changes, an informal poll was conducted to determine whether the group would accept the changes. With five attendees in favor and none opposed, the group accepted the changes made offline to Sections 102-104. All modifications are indicated on the NITS New Flow redline document.
Ms. Otondo then presented the offline additions she had made to Section 105. She stated that she had used the initial application standards as a guide (to keep the wording of parallel standards consistent) before renumbering and making other appropriate changes. Since the group had just adopted the other redlines (as noted above), Ms. Bigelow opened NITS New Flow clean for this review.  Ms. Otondo opened the floor to comments about the proposed additions. The group agreed to pursue structural issues before taking on the task of refining the precise wording. Any changes made during the meeting are noted on the NITS New Flow workpaper. 
Mr. Hansen noted that the Transmission Customer (TC) has the right to choose either PENDING or QUEUED; after brief discussion, he agreed to draft wording to this effect for discussion at the following meeting.
Mr. Pritchard asked whether the TC should be able to rebid for lesser service than the Transmission Provider (TP) had counter-offered. After consulting FERC Order No. 890 at Paragraph 1378, the group confirmed that rebids were only permitted after counteroffers. Mr. Hansen stated that he supported accommodating this practice, but noted that some TPs do not permit counteroffers in the first place. Ms. Bigelow expressed support for such an accommodation before suggesting that coordination of Transmission Service Requests (TSRs) across multiple service providers should remain a background consideration. Mr. Hansen agreed, but added that flexibility was needed since not all TPs wheel NITS though multiple transmission providers. He stressed that his concern was that the rebid function be made available, but not made mandatory. He explained that the structure of his organization permits the TC to accept all the counter-offered service and simply undesignate to reach a desired reduced amount.
Mr. Pritchard stated that such an undesignation option is problematic (REBID option preferred) if the NITS is sourced off-system, since there would be no mechanism for financial relief for such firm PTP. Mr. Hansen asked whether this would not have already been made a confirmed reservation. Mr. Pritchard replied that this is sometimes true, but that some TPs require only requests, not reservations. He noted that the WEQ EC Scoping Task Force on Coordination of Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems had suggested that the OASIS subcommittee address this issue directly. The following issue was added to the Parking Lot:
The OASIS subcommittee should address the question about whether any required off-system transmission service needs to be confirmed before the DNR request is studied.  

· Does the off-system transaction need to be confirmed or does it only need to be a request?

· In some instances, an existing reservation may be in place. 

An informal poll was conducted to determine whether REBID should be available to a TC upon receipt of a counteroffer. Attendees were unanimous that it be made available.
Another informal poll was conducted to determine whether that REBID should be mandatory or whether it should be made discretionary. After a split vote (with three in favor and three opposed) provided no direction, Ms. Rehman made a motion on the issue. After several friendly amendments (including the addition of allowable TP responses), the following was captured as Motion 60:
For modification to service, TPs will be required to allow Transmission Customers to set the request to rebid.  The Transmission Provider shall respond by taking the request to DECLINED, ACCEPTED, COUNTEROFFER, or, perhaps, SUPERSEDED.
In the discussion regarding the motion, participants noted that Paragraph 1378 in FERC Order No. 890 does not seem to require rebids to be made available; in addition, participants acknowledged that a TP was under no obligation to accept a rebid if the response were made available. Mr. Pritchard asked what response might be used in the event a TC’s rebid were unsatisfactory to the TP. Making reference to 002-4.12, Ms. Rehman suggested DECLINED.
The motion passed after a majority vote with five in favor and two abstentions. Corresponding changes were made to the relevant sections of the Work Table developed at the previous meeting. Mr. Wood agreed to draft proposed standards for discussion at the following meeting in light of the motion and the changes to the work table.
After a lunch recess, the group reviewed the draft meeting minutes from March 2-4, 2010. After several minor corrections were suggested by Ms. Otondo, the attendees unanimously adopted the revised minutes.
001-105

Ms. Otondo asked for discussion relating to whether the “undesignation of load” subsection should be combined with the “permanent undesignation of generation” section, since the content in their respective standards will be identical. The group expressed concern that this idea may create confusion given that other contextually-distinct sections are treated individually in the standards. The decision was made to keep the sections separate.

The group next renumbered the Table of Contents on the NITS New Flow clean document and agreed that a member (Ms. Otondo) would make the appropriate changes to the individual sections offline before the next meeting.
There was brief discussion whether Network Scheduling Rights (NSRs) should precede Modification to Service in the standards. This decision was postponed until after the group has more fully defined NSRs.
001-105.2.1.1

Ms. Otondo noted that she had used the generic term “request for modification to service” in each section, rather than the section-specific request. She asked if attendees had opinions on this decision. Ms. Rehman observed that keeping the generic wording may imply an intended template structure. The group decided to address this offline by changing the general wording to the specific wording appropriate to each section.

001-105.2.1.2
Ms. Otondo noted that this standard suggests that a new business practice will be required of each TP. Although this was a source of concern, the group decided to that the variability in TP structures may make this implementation structure necessary. Mr. Pritchard asked whether a TC has to have a completed application to get a queue time. Mr. Saini expressed his understanding that an application is given a queue time upon submittal and may be completed later (after deficiencies are addressed). The group recognized the importance in streamlining New DNRs to permit hourly transactions. Mr. Pritchard asked of the situation wherein a TC omits information from its application that the TP has declared necessary for the receipt of a queue time. The observation was made that some TPs do not give a queue time to applications rejected as invalid, whereas others do. Discussion was held as to what the minimum requirements should be to receive a queue time; reference was made to Order No. 890.
Mr. Pritchard stated that the conditions required for receipt of a queue time are different than the conditions required for invalidation of an application. He expressed his view that, as written, this standard suggests that a queue time is assigned upon the TP’s receipt of the minimum required information as posted in that TP’s business practice. Ms. Bigelow understood the intent to have been that INVALID would be used for unmet minimum data requirements, but that incorrect information that is subsequently remedied would receive the submitted application queue time. Mr. Pritchard expressed concern that unless clearly authorized, leniency on the part of the TP (to permit de minimus corrections) could be seen as a violation. Concern was expressed about the possible equitable impacts on other TCs if such leniency is allowed. Mr. Pritchard suggested that a clear provision is needed if the intent is to make a valid request to set the queue time.

Ms. Otondo introduced for discussion the idea that a new queue time is only assigned after INVALID. Reference was made to Motion 9, which states the following:
NAESB standards will say the transmission provider shall specify the minimum amount of information prior to submittal of a NITS application and obtaining a queue time.

After an informal poll, the group decided by a vote of two to one to keep the original wording of the proposed standard.
The question was asked whether an application marked INVALID in OASIS will show a queue time. The group agreed that it would have a queue time. Mr. Saini noted that QUEUED follows RECEIVED, which must come before VALID/INVALID. The comment was made that, as written, the standard under consideration sets up the logical scenario where an application could be marked INVALID without getting a queue time. Ms. Rehman stated that it is the case that invalid applications never appear on her organization’s OASIS page.
The group discussed the “posted business practice” phrase. Ms. Knox wanted to remove the phrase entirely; the comment was made that Motion 9 (see above) was specific to the initial application, not modification to service. Mr. Saini noted that coordination was nonetheless needed with 001-102.1.2 (requirements for the initial application). The group decided to make this posting discretionary by changing the “shall’ to a “may.”
001-105.2.1.3

The group decided to leave this section as drafted.
001-105.2.1.3.1 

The group added “status” to the last line before “request.”

3.
Adjourn
After deciding to resume at subsection 001-105.2.2 on April 13 in Little Rock, AR, the meeting was adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm.
4.
Attendance
	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Christina
	Bigelow
	Entergy

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Brad
	Hansen
	BPA

	Josh
	Jenkins
	Southern Company

	Marie
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Marcie
	Otondo
	APS

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	BPA

	Guy
	Ridgely
	Midwest ISO

	Jeff
	Rooker
	SPP

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Cathy
	Wesley
	PJM

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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