[image: image1.png]0

I

0




North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS), Information Technology Subcommittee (ITS), and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, Staff Attorney
RE:
Joint WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee (ESS) and Information Technology Scheduling (ITS) Meetings Final Minutes – September 17-19, 2008
DATE:

January 29, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD

WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

ESS/ITS Meeting
September 17, 2008 – 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM Mountain Standard
September 18, 2008 – 8:00 AM to 4:00 PM Mountain Standard
September 19, 2008 – 8:00 AM to Noon Mountain Standard
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The group made minor revisions to the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as amended.  Mr. Skiba seconded the motion.  The motion was approved without discussion and unanimously.
2. 2008 Annual Plan Item 3.a.i, Develop OASIS S&CP changes to support OASIS business practices
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the recommendation.  Mr. Wood stated that the 2008 Annual Plan item 3.a.i was used as a catch all for making changes to the OASIS S&CP.  He further stated that since the Annual Plan item was written FERC has issued Orders 890, 890-A, 890-B and 676-C.  He said that as a result of these orders, the WEQ has developed detail line items in the WEQ 2008 Annual Plan.  Therefore, this summary catch all annual plan item is no longer applicable.  It was determined that this particular annual plan item has been superseded by the detailed line items in the Annual Plan assigned to the ESS/ITS.  The subcommittee determined that no further action should be taken on this Annual Plan Item.  Ms. Otondo made the following motion:  To post the recommendation for the 30-day formal comment period.  The subcommittee is recommending that no further action be taken on the recommendation.  The recommendation will be sent to the WEQ Executive Committee (EC) for adoption subject to the final clean up by the NAESB staff.  With a  simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Otondo, Mr. Saini, Ms. Weathers, Ms. Knox, Mr. Green, Mr. Wood, and Ms. Rehman in favor and Mr. Pritchard opposed).  Mr. Pritchard noted his opposition to the recommendation.  The request for formal comment is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_091908_reqcom.doc.
3. 2008 Annual Plan Item 3.a.vi.3, Initiate standard that requires ALL historical transmission service reservations to be available for review up to a number of years in the past
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the recommendation.  Mr. Skiba stated that standards request R05026 was originally submitted by Calpine and was divided into parts to be completed by various subcommittees of NAESB which were documented in the 2008 Annual Plan as item 3.a.vi.  Mr. Wood stated that it was determined that this particular item in the original standards request has been addressed in other standards.  Mr. Skiba noted that these changes were implemented in WEQ 001-1.6 and 1.7.  Ms. Otondo noted that this annual plan item has been addressed through other final actions that the EC passed in regards to WEQ-001-1.7 and stated that the recommendation should be revised to reflect this concern.  She made the following motion: To post the recommendation for the 30-day formal comment period.  The subcommittee is recommending that no further action be taken on the recommendation.  The recommendation will be sent to the WEQ EC for adoption subject to the final cleanup by the NAESB staff.  There was no discussion held on the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Otondo, Ms. Rehman, Mr. Saini, Ms. Knox, Mr. Wood, Mr. Green, Ms. Weathers, Mr. Pritchard, and Mr. Gresh in favor).  The request for formal comment is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_091908_reqcom.doc.
4. 2008 Annual Plan Item 6.h, Develop standards to allow for registered Market Operators to request changes to the Market Level profile of Implemented Interchange (R06006)
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the recommendation.  It was determined that the recommendation would be reassigned to the Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG).  The co-chairs of the ESS/ITS will make the proposal to the EC that the recommendation should be reassigned to JISWG.  Mr. Skiba noted that OASIS related definition will need to be reassigned to the ESS/ITS as discussed during the July ESS/ITS and BPS meeting.  He further noted that the current 2008 WEQ Annual Plan reflects these modifications.
5. 2008 Annual Plan Item 6.j, Develop a standard mechanism to implement a “RECALL” of transmission capacity from an existing confirmed transmission service reservation/Specify the technical requirements for implementation of a new OASIS request type, RECALL. (R07001)


The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the recommendation.  Mr. Wood stated that Standards Request R07001 was originally submitted by Mr. Sorenson of OATI.  He further stated that a particular item in the request had been addressed through the recommendation 2008 WEQ Annual Plan 2.ii.  As a result, the group determined that no further action was necessary for this recommendation.  Ms. Otondo made the following motion:  To post the recommendation for the 30-day formal comment period.  The subcommittee is recommending that no further action be taken on the recommendation.  The recommendation will be sent to the WEQ EC for adoption subject to the final cleanup by the NAESB staff.  There was no discussion held on the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Otondo, Ms. Knox, Ms. Rehman, Mr. Wood, Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, Mr. Eckelkamp, Ms. Weathers, Mr. Gresh, and Mr. Pritchard in favor).  The request for formal comment is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_091908_reqcom.doc.
6. 2008 Annual Plan Item 6.k, Clarify the S&CP implementation of the DEFERRAL request. (R07003)
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the recommendation.  Mr. Wood stated that Standards Request R07001 was originally submitted by Mr. Sorenson of OATI.  He further stated that a particular item in the request had been addressed through the recommendation 2008 WEQ Annual Plan 2.ii.  As a result, the group determined that no further action was necessary for this recommendation.  Ms. Otondo made the following motion:  To post the recommendation for the 30-day formal comment period.  The subcommittee is recommending that no further action be taken on the recommendation.  The recommendation will be sent to the WEQ EC for adoption subject to the final cleanup by the NAESB staff.  There was no discussion held on the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Otondo, Ms. Rehman, Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, Ms. Knox, Mr. Wood, Mr. Eckelkamp, and Mr. Gresh, in favor).  The request for formal comment is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_091908_reqcom.doc.
7. Discuss Proposal to Transfer e-Tag Specifications and Schema from NERC to NAESB
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to the proposal to transfer e-Tag Specifications and Schema from NERC to NAESB.  Mr. Sorenson explained that this item was previously discussed during the September 3, 2008 meeting.  Mr. Hansen, co-chair of the JISWG, noted the technical nature of the NERC INT standards as it relates to the e-Tag specifications and schema.  He said that JISWG felt it appropriate to implement similar NAESB business practice standards.  He explained that the e-Tag specifications have been identified as a gray area within the NERC reliability standards process.  He further explained that the e-Tag specifications are not a reliability standard, but are significantly more than just a supporting/reference document.  He noted that since NAESB already owns and maintains several technical standards such as OASIS Standards & Communications Protocol and gas pipeline Electronic Data Interchange, it is proper to consider having NAESB become the official sponsor of the e-Tag Specifications and e-Tag Schema.  He proposed that this matter move forward for further review by the WEQ EC.  He referenced an email from Mr. Vanderfort of NERC to Ms. McQuade of NAESB and Ms. Costantini of NERC which is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its091708w6.doc.
The group held extensive discussion on the comparison of the e-Tag Specifications to the development of the PKI business practice standards.  The group also held extensive discussion on the standards development process for the e-Tag Specifications and Schema.  Mr. Hansen noted in regards to the PKI standards, the transmission service provider (TSP) is not responsible until an OASIS technical standard states that the TSP must employ PKI technology.  Mr. Wood stated that the transfer of the e-Tag Specifications and Schema would be beneficial but the best mechanism may not be available.  Mr. Skiba questioned who makes the determination as to the standardization of the e-Tag specification.  Mr. Booe stated that he will contact Ms. McQuade and Ms. Costantini for a formal response from NERC and NAESB in regards to the transfer of the e-Tag Specifications and Schema.  Mr. Pritchard questioned whether there was a parallel on the gas side similar to that of the e-Tag specifications.  Mr. Wood stated as in comparison to the PKI standard, the e-Tag specification can be included in the NAESB business practice standards as an implementation guide.  Mr. Hansen stated that the JISWG supports including the e-Tag Specification in a NAESB standard, however the Working Group does not believe the e-Tag Specification should be a part of the Coordinate Interchange Standards.  He further stated that the e-Tag Specification is a Technical Implementation standard, and therefore different than the more general Coordinate Interchange Standards.  He noted that standardizing the e-Tag Specification should not impose any additional burden on the industry as it is a tool that allows for compliance of already existing standards.  
8. 2008 Annual Plan Item 2.a.iii.1through 2.a.iii.8, 2.b.i.1 and 3.a.ii, Network Service on OASIS
The group reviewed and held discussion on the Network Services (NITS) on OASIS Concepts document.  Ms. Otondo explained that the concepts document was developed to reflect the broad scope of determining business requirements for NITS on OASIS.  She noted that a technical assessment of NITS on OASIS has not been conducted at this time.  
Next, the group reviewed and provided revisions to the Concepts document. In discussing the initial applications requirements and process, Mr. Ridgely stated that Midwest ISO has a general application for NITS that is filed with FERC and a specifications sheet for NITS that contains more specific information.  He further stated that the initial application is not implemented on OASIS but by an electronic form that the customer is required to acknowledge receipt of and complete.  He explained that after the customer has completed the initial application, the specification sheet is sent to the customer with the required detailed information.  He further explained that Midwest ISO considers the queue time to be the time that the customer submits a transmission request (TSR or NSR) on OASIS.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the application process on OASIS should be initiated by the customer and the customer should be able to modify and review the application before it is submitted.  He noted that the NAESB business practice standard will have to include a definition for “submitted” or “completed” initial application.  He further noted the minimum set of information that will need to be supplied in the initial application requirements and process.  Mr. Saini stated that a TP must be able to automate requests for NITS.  
Ms. Rehman questioned whether the application can be distinct from the request for network service.  It was determined that the pro forma definition of an application is a request by an eligible customer for transmission service pursuant to the tariff.  In the revisions for the NITS on OASIS, the group determined that queue time references queue time for capacity.  Mr. Sorenson stated that certain data elements do not lend themselves to being submitted on OASIS.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether the information posted on OASIS should be made public.  It was determined that on OASIS does not mean the information is public.  Mr. Sorenson noted that FERC allowed masking of commercially or otherwise sensitive information.  He further noted that NAESB should define the minimum set of information required to be filled out on an application before “submitting” an initial application and obtaining a queue time.  Mr. Ridgely explained that the application should remain separate.  He further explained that the initial application should be electronic but detailed information and request for capacity should not be included in the initial application.  He suggested keeping the initial application to the most simplified form.  Ms. Glassman noted that Duke Energy has NITS on OASIS and the ATC is calculated by the megawatts (MW) that the customer has requested.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion: At a minimum for queue status, the information submitted on the initial application for service must be of sufficient detail to allow the transmission provider to assess the impact on the system.  And the subcommittee will determine which requirements specifically need to be provided in order to obtain queue status.  The group held discussion in regards to the motion.  Ms. Otondo stated that the real issue is not regarding queue status but queue time.  After further discussion, Ms. Rehman withdrew the motion.  
Mr. Sorenson suggested that the concept to allow applications to be pending “in progress” on OASIS without submittal for approval so a customer company can fill out in pieces.  He noted that the customer can submit the application once it is completed.  The group determined that the suggestion should be listed as Item 4
 in the NITS Concept document.  He questioned whether NAESB will determine which items must be filled out in order to signify a completed application or will it constitute as a transmission provider (TP)/tariff specific application.  The group determined that a minimum set of information will be required for the initial application.  Mr. Sorenson questioned whether the request would be relative to the other transmission service request.  He noted that the queue time should represent the time when the initial application has been submitted or completed.
Next, Mr. Sorenson and Ms. Weathers suggested language for the concepts document that states the NITS is a multi-document process.  It was determined that the multi-document process would define the initial application and that the transmission provider would determine the completed application according to their tariff and business practices.  Mr. Pritchard noted that NAESB will need to define a deadline for submittal of a remedy to application deficiencies.  Mr. Wood stated that the implementation could be up to the TP and the transmission customer (TC) to coordinate.  Ms. Otondo stated that FERC wanted this matter to be standardized as noted in FERC Order No. 890.  
The group then held extensive discussion as to whether NAESB will define Queue time in the following two ways: 1) Queue time is point in time when transmission provider deems the OASIS application not deficient (the same as completed?); or 2) Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed withdrawn.  Ms. Weathers made the following motion: Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed invalid.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Green noted that the motion, as written, would allow for two different processes.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Ms. Otondo, Ms Knox, Mr. Eckelkamp, Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Saini, Mr. Gresh, Ms. Rehman, and Mr. Pritchard in favor; Ms. Weathers and Mr. Green abstaining).  
Mr. Saini made the following motion: The deadline for the customer to remedy a deficiency (see motion 4) shall be 15 days from notification by the transmission provider of that deficiency in the initial application.  The transmission provider has 15 days from the initial application to notify the customer of all deficiencies.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Sorenson stated that the queue time should not be entered into the study.  Ms. Bigelow explained that at Entergy, a study queue begins at the initial application.  Mr. Gresh noted that the PJM tariff also specifies a 15 day notification for a minor deficiency.  Mr. Sorenson offered a friendly amendment to the motion which was accepted by Mr. Saini.  After extensive discussion, Ms. Rehman called the question.  There was no opposition to the call of the question.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Sorenson, Mr. Eckelkamp, Ms. Otondo, Mr. Saini, Mr. Green, Mr. Gresh, Ms. Rehman, Ms. Franz, Mr. Pritchard in favor; Ms. Weathers abstaining).  The group made an addition to Item 8 of the Concepts document as it relates to the motion above.  The motions related to NITS on OASIS (September 17, 2008) may be viewed via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its091708a4.doc.
Subsequently, the group held discussion and made additions to Items 3
 and 6
 on the NITS Concepts document.  The revised NITS Concepts document (revised September 18, 2008) is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its091708a3.doc.  
The group reviewed and held discussion in regards to Item 4 of the NITS Concepts document.  This concept would allow applications to be pending on OASIS.  It was determined that the customer can fill out the application in pieces and once completed, the queue time will be the time the application was submitted.  Mr. Pritchard questioned whether this concept would carry-over and allow for customers to have their applications pending.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the NITS application and data fields should not include point-to-point transmission service.  Mr. Wood noted that the application does not lend itself to status inquiries.  He further noted that the application can stay open until it is submitted.  Mr. Sorenson stated the application will be a working document that is stored on OASIS.  Ms. Rehman questioned having the pending application visible by the transmission provider.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion: The pending application (before submittal) is public except for the masked information.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Gresh noted that there was a two part application process for PJM.  He questioned whether the motion could note the slight variation in the processes.  He stated that the motion could potentially sway information within the energy market.  After extensive discussion, Ms. Weathers called the vote.  There was no opposition to the call of the vote.  With a simple majority vote, the motion failed (with Ms. Otondo, Ms. Bigelow, Mr. Sorenson, Ms. Wesley, Mr. Green, Ms. Knox, Ms. Franz, Mr. Wood, Ms. Weathers, and Ms. Rehman opposed).  
It was questioned whether the proposed business practice standards should make it a customer option to share the pending application with the transmission provider.  Ms. Franz made the following motion: Transmission providers can view any information on pending (before submittal) NITS applications if they’re being entered and stored on OASIS.  There will also be an upload functionality to upload an application and other documents (e.g. maps, images). This upload functionality will allow the customer to create a complete application off OASIS and submit as if the application was originally created on OASIS.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Eckelkamp noted that the TP is put in a position of discretionary action and this action could be deemed unfavorable from FERC.  Mr. Green agreed with Mr. Eckelkamp and was unclear as to the value this motion had beyond security measures.  He subsequently made a friendly amendment to the motion.  Ms. Otondo, Mr. Skiba, and Mr. Eckelkamp also made friendly amendments to the motion.  All friendly amendments were accepted by Ms. Franz.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed 7 to 0 (with Mr. Sorenson, Ms. Rehman and Ms. Wesley abstaining) [Vote 1].  
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	4
	
	4
	2
	0
	2

	Generation
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	2
	
	2
	2
	0
	2

	End Users
	0
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	1
	
	1
	1
	0
	1

	Total
	9
	0
	9
	7
	0
	7


In regards to Item 5
, Ms. Otondo stated that the application should include the start date for queue management.  Mr. Sorenson stated that this method would be self-correcting however there would be a need to identify location and magnitude of the load.  After discussion, the group added Items 2
 and Item 3
 to the Parking Lot.  
Ms. Rehman made the following motion:  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.  During the discussion of the motion, Mr. Pritchard noted that there needs to be a mechanism to time stamp request for transmission service (DNR or non-DNR), so the requests can be queued properly in competition with firm point-to-point service.  Ms. Rehman withdrew the motion.
Mr. Eckelkamp made the following motion: 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.  With a balanced vote, the motion passed 2.5 to 1.5 (with Mr. Sorenson, Ms. Weathers, Mr. Barker, and Ms. Otondo abstaining) [Vote 2].
	Segment
	Votes Cast
	 
	Balanced Vote
	 

	 
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL
	YES
	NO
	TOTAL

	Transmission
	3
	1
	4
	1.5
	0.5
	2

	Generation
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Marketers/Brokers
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Distribution/LSE
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	End Users
	
	
	0
	0
	0
	0

	IGO
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2

	Total
	5
	3
	8
	2.5
	1.5
	4


In relation to Concepts Item 5, Ms. Otondo questioned whether the group should address if the initial application does not meet the minimum TP requirements.  Mr. Green noted the following: 1) Queue time will be established when a customer makes a request that meets the minimum requirements; 2) TP will determine what the requirements of a minimum application will be (It could be anything between only the customer’s name and a complete application); 3) TP will determine whether or not a customer has met the requirements of a minimum calculation; 4) If the TP determines that the minimum requirements have not been met in their entirety, the TP will determine if: the deficiency can be cured by conversations between the TP and the customer; or the customer loses their queue spot.  Mr. Pritchard questioned what the multi-document process entailed.  Mr. Sorenson responded that the multi-document process would include the initial application and the completed application.  The completed application would always be subject to modifications, evaluated during a field study, and modified by a request to add or modify a designated resource.  
As it relates to Concepts Item 6, with the passage of Motion 4, the group determined that queue time is defined as the following: Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed withdrawn.  The group agreed that Concepts Items 7
 and 8
 reflect Motion 5.  Mr. Hunziker suggested that the group clarify the meaning of “day” in the proposed business practice standards.  This suggestion was noted as Parking Lot Item 5.  The group made further submissions to the NITS Parking Lot.  The revised version of the Parking Lot is available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its091708a5.doc.
The group held extensive discussion in regards to the granularity and timing information submitted including application and subsequent designations.  It was questioned whether additional NAESB standards would be necessary on this issue.  It was agreed that further discussion would be necessary on this issue to determine the following: 1) whether the designated network resource is a unit or purchase; 2) do source and sink need to be more granular; 3) data fields for Aref for off-system transmission arrangements to point of receipt; 4) data field for many to one contract (more than one attestation as one DNR request).  Ms. Otondo suggested the group review the concepts document and draft transaction types to be discussed for the next meeting.  The revised NITS concept document (revised September 19, 2008) is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its091708a6.doc.  The revised NITS motion document is also available for viewing via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf3/weq_ess_its091708a4.doc.
9. Action Items

· Mr. Booe stated that he will contact Ms. McQuade and Ms. Costantini for a formal response from NERC and NAESB in regards to the transfer of the e-Tag Specifications and Schema.
10. Schedule for Upcoming Meetings
· October 15-16, 2008, hosted by PJM Interconnection, Philadelphia, PA
· November 11-13, 2008, hosted by NAESB, Houston, TX
11. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned at 11:41a.m. Mountain Standard on September 19, 2008.  
12. Attendance
	Name:
	Organization:
	September 17
	September 18
	September 19
	Vote 1
	Vote 2

	James Manning
	N/A
	
	
	Phone
	N/A
	--

	Martin Summe
	N/A
	
	
	Phone
	N/A
	--

	Marcie Otondo
	Arizona Public Service
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	Abstain

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	Abstain
	Oppose

	Rebecca Berdahl
	BPA
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	In favor
	--

	Charlotte Glassman
	Duke Energy
	Phone
	
	Phone
	--
	--

	Daryn Barker
	E.ON US
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	Abstain

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Yarrow Etheridge
	Entergy
	Phone
	
	
	--
	--

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	--
	--

	Barry Green
	EPSA
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	Oppose

	Cheryl Mendrala
	ISO-NE
	Phone
	
	
	--
	--

	Jim Cyrulewski
	JDRJC Associates
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--

	Nik Browning
	Midwest iSO
	
	Phone
	
	--
	--

	Ed Skiba
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	--
	--

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Gail Parker 
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--

	Tony Hunziker 
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO
	Phone
	Phone
	
	--
	--

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	N/A
	N/A

	Jonathan Booe
	NAESB
	Phone
	
	
	N/A
	N/A

	Ernie Cardone
	NYISO
	Phone
	
	
	
	

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	Abstain
	Abstain

	Richard Bishop
	PaciCorp
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--

	Kevin Gresh
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	--
	--

	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	
	In Person
	In Person
	Abstain
	Oppose

	Jim Eckelkamp
	Progress Energy
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Bob Harshbarger
	Puget Sound 
	Phone
	
	
	--
	--

	Wendy Weathers
	Salt River Project 
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	Abstain

	Jim Hansen
	Seattle City Light
	Phone
	
	
	--
	--

	Marilyn Franz
	Sierra Pacific Resources
	Phone
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person
	In favor
	In favor

	Raquel Aguilar
	Tucson Electric Power Co.
	
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--

	Kathy York
	TVA
	
	Phone
	Phone
	--
	--


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS NITS Concepts document.]� Concepts Item 4: Should NAESB define the minimum set of information required to be filled out on an application before “submitting” an initial application and obtaining a queue time?


� Concepts Item 3: What constitutes a queue time? What queue time? Queue time we are referring to is the queue time for capacity (request) which is also established by the application submittal time (see item 6)


� Concepts Item 6: NAESB will define Queue time as either: 1. Queue time is point in time when transmission provider deems the OASIS application not deficient (the same as completed?) – OR, 


2. Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed withdrawn.





� Item 5: Multi-document process. 


Define an initial (customer) application / registration


Minimum requirements determined by provider (motion 9)


Completed application – Provider determines completed application according to their tariff and business practices.


Application is always subject to modification because there will always be changes in load and resource forecast and designations 


Modified by a request to add/modify etc. a designated resource or load


Transmission Services Agreement


Not on OASIS


Completed application is the representation of services agreement on OASIS


Designate/Undesignate resources and loads


On OASIS


Some providers have their customers request NITS capacity, some don’t


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the ESS/ITS NITS Parking Lot document.]� Parking Lot Item 2: Is there a need to create a business practice to define when an application becomes a completed application?


� Parking Lot Item 3: There is a need to capture agency arrangements between an authorized agent that may submit DNR’s etc. as opposed to the party receiving service i.e. the load or network customer.





� Concepts Item 7: OASIS will have a data element to record Completed Application date, and, NAESB will define Completed Application time as 


NAESB doesn’t define – definition is per transmission provider’s tariff


	Pro forma tariff definitions:


Application:  A request by an eligible customer for transmission service pursuant to the tariff


Completed application: an application that satisfies all of the information and other requirements of the Tariff including any required deposit.


What is the significance of Completed Application?


	The time of the Completed Application starts the 30 day clock when the provider has to offer the customer a system impact study agreement (32.1).


� Concepts Item 8: NAESB to define the deadline for submittal of a remedy to application deficiencies 


Motion 5 passed: The deadline for the customer to remedy a deficiency (see motion 4) shall be 15 days from notification by the transmission provider of that deficiency in the initial application.  The transmission provider has 15 days from the initial application to notify the customer of all deficiencies.
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