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OASIS Subcommittee Conference Call  
December 16, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
The meeting convened at 9:00 am Central. Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided the antitrust guidance. The group reviewed the draft agenda and Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as written.  The draft was unanimously adopted as the final agenda. 
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
a) Review of the OATI Flow document with the draft Standards Language and OATI’s comments on NITS New Flow (11/25/2009)
Ms. Otondo gave the group a brief status update regarding where the group stood relative to the NAESB WEQ Annual Plan for 2009. The participants incorporated OATI’s comments into the NITS New Flow document containing suggested changes from multiple parties, beginning with WEQ 001-102.4.2. The participants then proceeded to go through each subsection of the document; all changes made during the meeting are reflected on a redlined version of the document. 

001-102.4.2

Ms. Rehman asked whether the intent is to establish a minimum standard for acceptance or whether a completed application remains the measure. Ms. Otondo remarked that completion is determined by the transmission provider’s (TP’s) tariff. Mr. Sorenson responded that the existing process involves two steps: first, attainment of a minimum threshold for the purpose of securing a queue time; second, attainment of a minimum threshold for completion. 

A discussion of what qualifies as the minimum requirement for an initial application followed. Mr. Sorenson stated his position that each subpart of an application can be found either complete or incomplete; separately, the whole application can be so found. Mr. Saini proposed that any finding of incompletion has to result in communication through OASIS. He then stated that the group should come to agreement on what all the composite pieces of an application are before pursuing Mr. Sorenson’s approach. Mr. Wood reminded the group that it had previously agreed that sub-templates were indeed the “pieces parts” that Mr. Sorenson had envisioned. Ms. Otondo agreed with this statement; Ms. Bigelow referred the group to the relevant section from the previous meeting. 
Returning to 001-102.4.2, Ms. Otondo asked whether this section was redundant; hearing no opposition, the group struck it from the work paper. 


001-xx.2


Since the group had decided to remove DENIED in this section, Ms. Bigelow stated that Entergy’s comments on this proposed section were now superfluous. The group then agreed to remove this proposed section from the work paper. 

001-102.2.2 (OATI)
Mr. Sorenson explained that the concept underlying this proposed section is effectively the promotion of negotiation; a pending application is pending; when queued, everything with it also goes queued. Mr. Saini asked whether the group wanted to include wording to address related off-OASIS information (such as “check submitted” or “deposit made”). The group then decided to incorporate 001-102.2.3-102.2.6 from the OATI document into the work paper at 001-102.4.1. These proposed sections address what to do when a deficiency is found. The subsections were renumbered to comport with the work paper. Ms. Bigelow asked how the group wanted to address the situation where the source of a deficiency is not provided through OASIS (since FERC Order No. 890 requires communication to the TP regarding deficiencies to be made on OASIS).  
After a short recess, Mr. Sorenson suggested approaching Mr. Saini and Ms. Bigelow’s concerns from either one of two directions: 1) should off-OASIS information leading to deficiency be communicated separately on OASIS; or, 2) should this information not be separately reflected since all off-OASIS information can presumably be linked to existing OASIS sub-templates. Mr. Pritchard suggested that there be a mechanism to set the overall application to REEVALUATE to address this situation. Mr. Hansen observed that OATT 29.2 wording suggests an answer to whether a new queue time gets assigned. Ms. Rehman expressed a preference for choice 2) in Mr. Sorenson’s formulation. 
Ms. Otondo suggested a compromise between Mr. Sorenson’s two options: the inclusion of a checkbox on OASIS that says “check here if all off-OASIS requirements fulfilled (she clarified that effectively this would be an “off-OASIS information” template). Mr. Sorenson noted that, because everything is related to either load or resource, this information could simply be tied into an existing sub-template. Ms. Otondo disagreed, citing generic information such as map, agent, security deposit (among others) as being unrelated to load or resource. The group began to discuss whether all off-OASIS information can be reliably tied to existing sub-templates. 

Mr. Wood commented that, perhaps, this discussion should be deferred until the group directly addresses the sub-templates. An informal poll was taken to determine which of Mr. Sorenson’s conceptual approaches to pursue: the first option was preferred by a majority: that information should be “tagged and reflected on OASIS.” Changes were made to the work paper section 001-102.4.1.1 to reflect the on-OASIS or off-OASIS discussions captured above. 


001-102-4.1

The participants discussed a choice presented: either a piece can be INVALID, or the whole can be found INVALID. The words “[f]or each portion of information…DEFICIENT” was added to new section 001-102-4.1 to capture the participants’ decision. The group then carefully crafted the wording for some time. Former 001-102.4.1 was then renumbered as 001-102.4.2.

001-102.4.2

After a lunch break, the group began to craft the wording of this section. Participants expressed concern over the scope of withdrawal by a TC: specifically, if one piece is withdrawn, is the entire application withdrawn? This led quickly into a discussion of whether a TP can invalidate individual pieces (for example, in the hypothetical situation where a purchased power agreement fails due to generator bankruptcy). The group noted that the proposed structure suggests that a TP is empowered to set one piece to INVALID, thereby allowing the overall application to retain its place in queue. There was discussion of whether there was need for a clarifying reference to the use of states for the overall application as well as sub-templates (See also Parking Lot at p. 24 for 12/16/09).

A lengthy conceptual discussion was held related to whether this suggestion was the participants’ structural intent. There was a level of uncertainty whether or not a subtemplate error should trigger the resetting of queue time. Mr. Wood suggested that the only thing that can change queue time is transmission; load, resources and other concerns do not. Mr. Sorenson asked whether the TP reserves the right to reject “material” changes to an application. The group discussed for some time what qualifies as material when a customer makes a change to a completed application. There was consensus that arriving at a reliable definition was a challenge. Ms. Otondo made the following motion: “We will use the same states (status values) for the “piece parts” of the NITS Application and for modifications to service as used for the initial (umbrella) NITS Application.” Ms. Knox seconded. After discussion among the participants that the overlap between the proposed two uses was not perfect, Ms. Otondo withdrew her motion. 


001-102.4.3

Ms. Otondo expressed several concerns at the breadth of changes permitted by the proposed standard; she also questioned the use of “resubmit.” The participants added three subparts to the section for clarity. A brief change was made to subpart 1 to reflect changes made to how deficiencies can be remedied. In the discussion about subpart 2, Mr. Sorenson expressed a preference to allow the TP an “out” by allowing the TP to reject certain modifications as material. He reiterated his position that he did not want to attempt to define material. While the group was on a short break, Mr. Sorenson drafted wording to this effect. When the group returned, he read his proposed addition aloud; the group approved and it was provisionally added to the work paper as 001-102.4.4 and its subparts.  As a result, the group agreed to eliminate existing 001-102.4.2. The group then crafted the wording of this section through 001-102.4.8 without further substantive discussion.
3. Wrap up and plan for the January 6, 2010 conference call and the January 12-14, 2010 meeting
The group noted which meeting minutes were to be reviewed on January 6 and that the group would begin with WEQ 001-102.4.8 on January 12, 2010.
4. Adjourn
Ms. Bigelow moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 4 pm Central.
5. Attendance
	Name
	Organization

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS

	Larry Williamson
	Black Hills 

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy.

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO

	James Culliton
	NAESB

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM

	JT Wood
	Southern Company

	Jeff Rooker
	Southwest Power Pool
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