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DRAFT MINUTES

1. Welcome
Mr. Arbitelle welcomed the participants.  Ms. Trum reviewed the Antitrust and Other Meeting Policies reminder.  Mr. Arbitelle reviewed the draft agenda with the participants.  Mr. Williams moved, seconded by Mr. Buus, to adopt the agenda as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition.  
The participants reviewed the draft minutes from the March 24, 2026 meeting. No modifications were offered.   Mr. Williams moved, seconded by Mr. Norton, to adopt the draft minutes as final. The motion passed a simple majority vote without opposition. The final minutes for the meetings are available through the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis032426fm.doc. 
2. Continue to Discuss 2026 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.a – Develop and/or modify the WEQ Business Practice Standards, including WEQ-001, WEQ-004, WEQ-008, and WEQ-023, and the NAESB Electronic Tagging Functional Specification, as needed, to support greater consistency in rounding methodologies for integrated hourly value calculations
Mr. Arbitelle stated that during the previous meeting, the WEQ OASIS Subcommittee discussed the modifications to WEQ-004 Coordinate Interchange being considered by the WEQ Coordinate Interchange Scheduling Subcommittee (CISS).  Mr. Buus noted that he reviewed the modifications with the WEQ Business Practices Subcommittee (BPS) as part of the subcommittee’s March 30, 2026 meeting.  He stated that based on the initial feedback, there appeared to be consensus among WEQ BPS participants that integrated value calculation inconsistencies between industry participants likely do not pose substantive issue and have not caused disruptive problems for industry processes addressed within WEQ-008, WEQ-023, and WEQ-026 as with coordinate interchange applications.  
Mr. Arbitelle noted that following the last WEQ OASIS meeting, Southern Company reviewed the issue internally.  He explained that there are several different ways to calculate or identify integrated values and that the most suitable method to use is typically unique to the value’s application.  Mr. Buus stated that other participants have provided similar feedback.  He noted that similar to points made during previous WEQ OASIS discussions, some WEQ BPS participants stated that defining broadly applicable, proscriptive requirements for integrated value calculations could unintentionally impact other processes and systems and require complex changes for minimal benefits.
Mr. Arbitelle asked what the next steps would be by the WEQ CISS.  Mr. Buus stated that the subcommittee is meeting on April 20, 2026 to discuss the feedback from the WEQ OASIS and WEQ BPS and will work to finalize the WEQ-004 revisions.  Mr. Arbitelle asked if this will include additional changes to the language or creating a new defined term inclusion in WEQ-000 Abbreviations, Acronyms, and Definition of Terms.  Mr. Buus stated that this is still an open discussion item by the WEQ CISS.  He explained that the participants wanted feedback from the other subcommittees to determine the appropriate level of detail in WEQ-004 and the potential applicability of a defined term.
Mr. Arbitelle noted that within the WEQ OASIS related standards, WEQ-001-17.1.1 references use of integrated clock-hour values and WEQ-001-17.1.2 references use of an hourly integrated MW value for measured loads.  The participants reviewed the language.  Mr. Arbitelle asked if there was any feedback on potential considerations the subcommittee should evaluate to help determine if modifications or additional details would be beneficial.
Mr. Buus stated that the intent of the effort is to evaluate if there are any ambiguities in the language, and, if so, develop clarifying modifications.  He suggested that the subcommittee consider the purpose for requiring transmission providers to post the values identified WEQ-001-17.1.1 and WEQ-001-17.1.2, how that information is used by industry, if the standards language could lead to differing interpretations of the value to be used, and if those inconsistencies impact the usefulness of providing the value.  

Mr. Arbitelle suggested that it may be beneficial to review the finalized modifications from the WEQ CISS as part of considerations before making a determination on the need for revisions to WEQ-001.  He noted that a generalized defined term for integrated value could be applicable to the WEQ OASIS related standards.  Mr. Williams agreed.  The participants will continue discussions during the next meeting.
3. Continue to Discuss Standards Request R24006 – Request to consider changing the maximum character length of the Source and Sink element names in the WEQ-003 OASIS Data Dictionary
Mr. Arbitelle stated the participants discussed Standards Request R26004 during the previous meeting and agreed that the initial step in considering modifications should be identifying commonalities between data points posted to OASIS nodes and those registered in the NAESB EIR.  He asked Mr. Stander to review Field Length Changes White Paper.
Mr. Stander explained that the white paper is a non-exhaustive comparison chart for data fields defined in WEQ-003, used by e-Tag systems, and/or registered in the NAESB EIR.  He stated that e-Tag systems use data values registered in the NAESB EIR, where applicable, and that and that WEQ-003 and the NAESB EIR have the same character length limitations for identical values, like source and skin points.  He noted that while WEQ-003 has special character limitations, the NAESB EIR does not have similar restrictions for source points, sink points, PORs, and PODs.  Mr. Arbitelle stated that the work paper notes that some EIR data objects exceed the maximum character length and asked why.  Mr. Stander explained that those data points could have been carried over from the TSIN as part of the transition to the NAESB EIR or created prior to the character limit validation was in place.
Mr. Stander stated that WEQ-003 and e-Tag systems have some similar data points that are not registered in the NAESB EIR, like ASSIGNMENT_REF and RESOURCE_NAME, which correspond to the OASIS and NITS Resource field in Transmission Allocation on e-Tags.  He noted that WEQ-003 limits ASSIGNMENT_REF to 12 characters but up to 50 characters are allowed in the OASIS field on e-Tags.  Mr. Buus stated that entities use the e-Tag OASIS field for various purposes, often to represent data unique to internal company uses.  He explained that limiting the field length on e-Tags to 12 characters would impact these practices and could change the intended use of the field.  Mr. Stander stated that on OASIS, there are some entities that use the ASSIGNMENT_REF data element to represent the OASIS field e-Tag data.  He noted that the 12-character limitation means that entities sometimes have to truncate the e-Tag data, which can create confusion.  He suggested participants may want to discuss if expanding the data element field length to match the e-Tag would be helpful.

Mr. Buus stated that e-Tagging systems directly import data from the NAESB EIR and that certain data points have to be registered in the NAESB EIR to be used on an e-Tag.  He asked if OASIS nodes have a similar import functionality for NAESB EIR data.  Mr. Stander noted that OASIS and e-Tagging data models have some similarities but can be drastically different.  Mr. Arbitelle stated OASIS nodes do not directly import data from the NAESB EIR.  He explained that the subcommittee has discussed developing standards in the past to require use of NAESB EIR registered data but there was not consensus support.  He noted that there are vendors which provide software products that create mapping tables to link a transmission provider’s OASIS data points with corresponding data objects registered in the NAESB EIR.  Mr. Stander stated that traditionally, OASIS node data models are defined by transmission providers that act independently of each other.  He noted that this differs from e-Tagging actions, which share a common physical path that requires multiple entities to validate shared data points.  
Mr. Buus stated that using the NAESB EIR as the source of truth for data used in e-Tagging and OASIS applications could improve efficiencies for industry, minimize confusion, and reduce the potential for error.  Mr. Williams noted that one consideration raised as part of past discussions in using NAESB EIR data is the granularity of the information and fundamental differences in data.  He explained that the entity identified as the customer on an e-Tag could be an agent acting on behalf of another company and may not always be the same entity that holds the transmission rights.  

Mr. Arbitelle stated that the industry could consider incremental steps that would support the transition for OASIS nodes to utilize NAESB EIR data, if this is a consensus that this would be beneficial.  Mr. Stander stated that one initial task would need to be reconciling data formatting differences.  Mr. Williams stated support for reconciling differences in character field lengths.  He asked the reason for limiting the use of special characters on OASIS nodes.  Mr. Stander stated that OASIS node data formatting is based on the template structure, explaining that special characters like commas or slashes can interfere with template-based communications.  He noted that special characters can also create complexities when using certain data upload formats, like .CSV, or the data translation process between software products.
Mr. Buus stated that the impact caused by differences in data formatting between the NAESB EIR and OASIS nodes is minimal, because OASIS nodes are not directly importing NAESB EIR data.  Mr. Stander stated that differences in data point names between OASIS nodes and the NAESB EIR can create confusion and that entities registering information in the NAESB EIR may be unaware of special character restrictions for OASIS data fields.  He explained that if an entity tries to register a data field in OASIS that uses restricted characters, then the point is rejected by the system.  Mr. Buus noted that OASIS limitations on special characters are required because of the communication protocols that are used but that these same limitations are not applicable to e-Tag communication protocols.  He explained that modifying NAESB EIR data formats could have significant downstream impacts due to the number of other systems that directly import NAESB EIR data.  He stated that in considering requests for modifications to the NAESB EIR, one factor considered by the WEQ CISS is the potential downstream impact and complexity of the change as compared to the possible benefits for industry.

Mr. Arbitelle asked if there was any other initial feedback from participants regarding other potential modifications to the field lengths for WEQ-003 data elements.  Mr. Williams stated that the maximum field length for PORs and PODs is 12-characters and that that in scenarios where there are multiple transmission service providers within a balancing authority or other special arrangements, this field length may be too limiting.  He explained that this requires the value to be truncated, which can make the name identifier too cryptic and create confusion.
Ms. Seavey stated that APS had reviewed the request and held internal discussions.  She noted that there are some concerns with expanding the character length for fields that should be considered, such as impact to display screens on OASIS nodes and how the change could affect downstream systems or processes that use OASIS node data.  Mr. Buus stated agreement with considering factors like downstream impacts, potential overhead, and the complexity of software changes to implement in evaluating data formatting changes.  He noted that some changes, such as expanding field lengths, have a more minor impact than changes like decreasing field length or limiting special characters, explaining that this could require entities to re-register data points.
Mr. Williams suggested that as the next step, participants work to identify the data formatting limitations that would be beneficial to modify for OASIS-related purposes.  Mr. Arbitelle stated that it could be helpful to create a pros and cons work paper to easily compare the benefits or potential issues of the modifications offered for consideration.  The participants will continue discussions during the next meeting.
4. Continue to Discuss Standards Request R26002 – Request to extend the OASIS price field to six characters
Mr. Arbitelle reviewed Standards Request R26002 and the proposed modifications developed by the participants in the R26002 Work Paper.  He asked if there were any further issues or considerations that should be evaluated by the subcommittee before considering a recommendation.  Mr. Williams stated that prior to voting on a recommendation, the participants should determine if the WEQ-003 modifications will require corresponding revisions to the OASIS templates.  Mr. Stander stated that consistency changes were likely not needed but that he could confirm this during the next meeting.
Mr. Arbitelle suggested that the participants consider voting on a recommendation during the next meeting, barring the need for further modifications.  There was general agreement to proceed in this manner.
5. Continue to Discuss 2026 WEQ Annual Plan Item 2.b – Review the WEQ OASIS Business Practice Standards for needed modifications based on implementation and operational experiences since the adoption of WEQ Version 004
Mr. Arbitelle stated that during the previous meeting, Mr. Williams had volunteered to provide more information regarding potential modifications that could be needed for clarity in redirects of transmission service.  He asked Mr. Williams to review the Redirect Work Paper.

Mr. Williams stated that Southern Company identified three issues for consideration by the subcommittee.  He stated that the first two address clarifications of redirects on a firm basis receiving Dynegy protection: distinguishing between a conditional firm redirect that receives Dynegy protection versus one that does not and the types of firm redirects from unconditional parents that Dynegy protections apply to.  He noted that the third issue relates to the treatment of a redirect that is a preemption defender with right-of-first-refusal (ROFR) in scenarios when the transmission customer chooses not to exercise ROFR.

The participants discussed the first issue.  Mr. Williams explained that WEQ-001-9.5.4 and WEQ-001-9.5.5 differentiate between redirects on a firm basis from a parent reservation that is unconditional versus conditional at the time the redirect is confirmed by the transmission customer.  He stated that Dynegy protections only apply to redirects from unconditional parents, meaning that if the redirect is preempted, then the transmission capacity is returned to the parent transmission service reservation.  Mr. Williams noted that there are scenarios in which the parent transmission service reservation is conditional at the time the redirect is requested but becomes unconditional prior to the redirect being confirmed.  He explained that in these scenarios, there is no Dynegy protection and if the redirect is preempted, then the transmission capacity is not eligible for return to the parent transmission service reservation.  He noted that in these scenarios, it can be difficult to determine on OASIS nodes whether the conditional firm redirect has Dynegy protection.  
Mr. Steigerwald stated that this is a a complex issue that could benefit from a standardized approach to address.  He stated that BPA has developed a process whereby the comment field is used to identify if the parent transmission service reservation was conditional or unconditional at the time of redirect.  Mr. Williams noted that an alternative mechanism could be use of a flag to indicate if Dynegy protections apply to the redirect.  Mr. Stander stated that a dedicated field could provide more clarity than use of the comment field and be used to disseminate information to downstream systems.  Mr. Steigerwald noted that there could also be an implementation solution to the issue, explaining that entities could work with their software providers to develop error messages.  

Mr. Pacella stated that this issue is not as prevalent within PJM but that he supports modifications to provide additional clarity and transparency for customers.  Mr. Marhoefer agreed.  Mr. Williams volunteered to provide potential modifications for further discussion at the next meeting related to possible validation inputs and flag indicators.
The participants discussed the second issue.  Mr. Williams explained that WEQ-001-9.5.4 and WEQ-001-9.5.5 both reference “original unconditional parent reservations” but that it is not clear what the qualifier original means.  Mr. Steigerwald stated that this is likely an oversight in drafting.  He agreed that the “original” designation does not provide any meaningful clarity and could create confusion.  Mr. Arbitelle agreed.  He suggested that this may be a minor correction change.

The participants discussed the third issue.  Mr. Williams explained that WEQ-001-9.5.4.3 indicates that preempted capacity for a redirect on a firm basis goes back to the parent transmission service reservation but that the corresponding standards in WEQ-013 implies that the transmission provider can only recall capacity.  He stated that there are scenarios where capacity would be relinquished and suggested modifying the standards to make this clear.  Mr. Steigerwald agreed.  He asked if the subcommittee should also consider a standard to cover scenarios in which the ROFR process is extended, causing Dynegy protections to be applicable during some portions of the process but not others.  Mr. Williams stated that he could draft redline considerations for participants to discuss at the next meeting.
Mr. Arbitelle stated that the WEQ Standards Review Subcommittee (SRS) brought an issue for consideration by the WEQ OASIS Subcommittee.  He asked Mr. Norton, the chair of the WEQ SRS, to review the WEQ OASIS Related Standards NERC References work paper.  Mr. Norton explained that the WEQ SRS is reviewing references to NERC, NERC Reliability Standards, and other NERC documentation within the WEQ Business Practice Standards to identify any needed updates or revisions that should be made prior to the planned publication of a new version of WEQ Business Practice Standards later this year.  He stated that the participants identified a few items where additional input from the WEQ OASIS Subcommittee would be helpful to determine if modifications are needed.
The participants discussed the work paper.  Mr. Arbitelle stated that he would work with Mr. Marhoefer to review the items identified by the WEQ SRS and provide additional information for the WEQ OASIS Subcommittee to discuss during the next meeting.
6. Discussion on 2026 WEQ OASIS Calendar

Mr. Arbitelle stated that the chairs would work with the NAESB office to set a meeting schedule for additional calls following the May 12, 2026 meeting.
7. Prepare for the Next WEQ OASIS Subcommittee Call
The participants reviewed the WEQ OASIS Subcommittee Parking Lot and added the action items discussed during the meeting.  The revised parking lot is available through the following hyperlink: https://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis041426a1.xlsx 
8. Other Business
None were discussed. 
9. Adjourn

The meeting adjourned at 11:46 AM Central on motion by Mr. Steigerwald, seconded by Mr. Stander.
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