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March 2, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central
March 3, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Central

March 4, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL 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 agenda was modified to accommodate discussion of an issue from Section 103; participants unanimously adopted the revised agenda. Participants reviewed the Jan 12 & 13, 2010 meeting minutes, made minor corrections and unanimously adopted them as final. The group also unanimously adopted the February 17, 2010 draft minutes as final after making minor corrections.
1. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

· Discuss use of RETRACTED in Section 103
Ms. Rehman suggested that RETRACTED may have been overlooked; the group agreed that this issue needed to be addressed in the Section 103 standards. Ms. Rehman introduced two versions of proposed draft wording in BPA Proposed Language for Retracted. Ms. Rehman stated that the timing component of her Option 1 is taken from Table 4A (intended for modifications) on the Nits New Flow document. She stated that the idea would be to make it available to the TP, meaning that if an eligible customer fails to set an application’s status to CONFIRM or WITHDRAW, the TP may retract in conformity with Table 4A.  She explained that the more flexible timing element in Option 2 is drawn from 001-102.4.5 and 001-102.4.6; she added that the OATT is silent on the timing of acceptance. It was suggested that the title of 103.9 be changed to “Final Disposition” so that RETRACTED could be incorporated rather than creating a new 103.10 standard. The group agreed and the change was made.
The following concern was expressed: if RETRACTED is tied to Table 4A, should portions or the overall application be the timing trigger. In response, Mr. Hansen made a motion to which Mr. Ridgely and Ms. Otondo made friendly agreements. Captured as Motion 59 on the NITS Motions document, the final motion, which passed with eleven in favor and one opposed, is as follows: 

Include RETRACTED as a final state for an overall NITS application. 
The participants returned to their discussion of the details of this broad understanding. Mr. Wood expressed a preference that timing requirements be included into the standard rather than referenced externally. He then asked whether there was an implied requirement that an application be confirmed or withdrawn before filing at FERC or risk being RETRACTED. The group agreed that, as drafted, this was implied; changes were made to eliminate this implication. 

Mr. Pritchard raised the issue that there are different deadlines for daily and long-term transmission applications; he also noted that unexecuted agreements should be addressed. Mr. Sorenson observed that OATT 32.3 and 32.4 contain different timelines; in the former, the eligible customer must sign service agreement or file at FERC within 15 days of completion, whereas in the latter context (addressing SIS), the eligible customer is given 30 days. He asked whether the triggers were the same in each context. 
Mr. Pritchard reiterated that unexecuted agreements (where a TP is obligated to accept the terms/conditions of an application subject to modification by FERC) needed to be addressed. Participants were asked if opposition existed to adding a new state for unexecuted agreements that would permit a TP to flag an application and make certain changes. The group then discussed the practical consequences of FERC being able to modify an application that has gone to CONFIRMED. The group agreed that a TC currently has the option to request that the TP file an unexecuted service agreement with FERC for day-to-day service. 

The group clarified that service is provided under an unexecuted agreement and then re-billed if needed; Mr. Sorenson suggested creating a state prior to confirmed such as “contingent.” Mr. Pritchard suggested an alternative: an unexecuted agreement should go to CONFIRMED, but it could it be flagged as “contested.”  After brief discussion, the group supported this latter suggestion, although it decided to include the term “Unexecuted” as a placeholder subject to later modification. The following was added to NITS New Flow as new 103.8.1.1:  
If the Eligible Customer requests the Transmission Provider to file an unexecuted service agreement at FERC, the Eligible Customer, at the time of setting the status of the overall NITS Application to CONFIRMED, shall also set the indicator to “Unexecuted.”
103.9.2 

Participants returned to their discussion of the timing deadlines for TC action and began to draft a third alternative, captured on Ms. Rehman’s document. Ms. Otondo suggested that the NAESB standard simply refer back to timing required in the affected TP’s tariff; Ms. Rehman noted that a 15-day period is used in PTP. Ms. Rehman raised the issue of when the timed TC response period begins to run. Specifically, she noted that, although the group had been discussing the trigger as the TP choosing “ACCEPTED” on OASIS, the OATT at 32.3 and 32.4 require TC action within 15 days of the completion of a study. An informal poll was taken to decide whether to use the “time limit specified in the TP’s OATT” in the proposed standard. The group so decided, with 6 in favor, 1 opposed, and 2 abstentions. The agreed-upon wording was added into new 103.9.2. 
103.9.1.1

Mr. Pritchard asked if a provision is needed to permit a TP to make any changes to the unexecuted agreement that FERC may require. Mr. McGovern added that if FERC requires modifications, then the TC should have the right to make the changes. The group discussed whether the TP or the TC should initiate mandated changes. Mr. Wood supported the TP making the change and the TC acting to confirm; Mr. McGovern agreed with this proposition. Mr. Pritchard suggested using the modification process to make any FERC-mandated changes; new 103.9.1.1 was drafted to reflect this structure.  After brief discussion, 103.9.1.1.2 was added to give a TC the right to unilaterally withdraw once FERC-mandated changes are announced. 
· Review of the NITS New Flow document Section 104 

The group began the review using proposed NITS 104 (submitted by JT Wood) as the discussion and drafting work paper. Mr. Sorenson suggested moving proposed 104.1.6 into the basic definition in 104.1.2; this change was made.
Ms. Otondo asked a question about table 4a in 104.1.5. Mr. Hansen responded that, to him, anything that affects ATC is a material change. Mr. Wood stated that different changes affect systems differently. Mr. Hansen suggested that changes that require reevaluation of ATC could be the measure. Ms. Rehman asked what was the intended scope of the modification to service section. Making reference to OATT 30.3 & 30.4, she suggested that it not reach beyond modifications to transmission service. 

The group decided to address administrative changes before more substantive issues as changes to DNR/DNL. Ms. Otondo performed some minor edits concerning “administrative changes” in 104.1, 104.2, and 104.3. Mr. Hansen suggested that some data should not need to go through the state changes process due to its minimal importance. Mr. Wood offered that such data will likely just go straight to accepted or be pre-confirmed. Mr. McGovern was concerned that the administrative changes sections provide data that is already provided elsewhere. He stated that he preferred not to burden a TP unnecessarily. Ms. Knox expressed her understanding that this was a voluntary process. Mr. McGovern reiterated that he was concerned with going beyond tariff and NERC data requirements. Ms. Otondo stated that she preferred that everything come through OASIS for the sake of simplicity; she added that the tariff silence was inapplicable in this context because there is nothing about administrative changes to NITS information in the OATT. Ms. Franz stated that some of this information is required to be kept up-to-date in the TSIN registry; she suggested that perhaps the NITS effort should dovetail with TSIN. The group proceeded to determine what qualified as administrative and made changes captured on the NITS 104 work paper. 
· Review of the NITS New Flow document Section 105 

Mr. Hansen noted that in Section 102, an application can be taken from RECEIVED to INVALID, but that there was no mechanism to go from COMPLETED to INVALID as of yet. He suggested that if an application were queued in Section 105, if INVALID were added to 103, then the 103 and 105 processes would be very similar. Mr. Sorenson stated that he understood the Section 102 (Portions) and Section 105 (Material changes) as sharing the same process. Ms. Otondo noted that in Section 102, the overall application was never changed. Mr. Hansen stated his view that the Section 103 and Section 105 processes were the same but dealt with post-completion scenarios, whereas Section 102 and 104 were the same but addressed pre-completed scenarios. Ms. Otondo asked for and received consensus on this broad understanding of the processes. 
Mr. Hansen suggested that any redundancies be addressed. Ms. Otondo suggested that Section 105 could refer back to Section 103, with any exceptions enumerated. Mr. Sorenson suggested that such an approach had its advantages, but that attention would have to be paid to address data that was not included in the initial application (such as “adding load”). He also noted that it would be important to clarify the required dialogue between TP and TC on these certain differences. 
Mr. Saini supported the repetition of existing standard language as opposed to the insertion of a cross-reference back to the duplicative process; Ms. Rehman concurred. An informal poll was taken; 7 participants supported the copying of Section 103 wording into Section 105, whereas 3 supported the use of a cross-reference. Mr. Sorenson alerted the group to the issue that, unless very generic wording is used, there would likely be a need to make identical changes in multiple places. Ms. Bigelow suggested that the degree of similarity between the sections should be better understood before proceeding. 
The group copied general provisions forward into Section 105. They began the process of copying various states before pausing to reevaluate the most efficient way to address their objective. Participants decided to set the standards aside and begin with the state table and address each state according to the modification context under consideration. A work table was created called the Work Document for modification to service, wherein the possible states were expressed as rows and the various modification-to-service contexts were expressed as columns. The group went though each scenario and checked those in which the specified state applied to the specified context. The first two columns (representing the Initial Application and Add DNR) were completed with little discussion. 

There was significant discussion of whether STUDY is relevant to Column 3 (Temporary DNR Undesignation with Redesignation). Ms. Bigelow related that her organization conducts such studies because of its understanding of FERC requirements.  Ms. Rehman suggested that a prudent TP would conduct some sort of study in certain contexts. She offered a 5-year undesignation with a redesignation at the end of the 5 years as an example. Ms. Bigelow added that undesignation may also a reliability issue; Mr. McGovern agreed. The group consulted OATT 30.3 and confirmed that a temporary undesignation is only temporary if a TC includes a stop time in its request for undesignation. Participants agreed that the default was a permanent undesignation absent such a stop time.  
Mr. Hansen supported the inclusion of the STUDY option in this context, stating that STUDY may provide a parking spot for certain requests. Ms. Otondo expressed her opinion that having an application placed into STUDY could jeopardize a TC’s ability to make an off-system sale. An informal poll was taken for whether to include STUDY in Column 3 to make it available to TPs. The group clarified that the context is limited to redesignation after a temporary undesignation. Ms. Bigelow reiterated her position that there were reliability concerns; Ms. Rehman reiterated that this capability would permit a study to be conducted to determine if the TP’s system has changed during the period of undesignation. The vote was conducted: 7 participants voted against permitting STUDY in this context; 4 voted in favor. The work table was modified to reflect the decision that STUDY would not be made available. 

The participants began discussing Column 4 (Permanent DNR Undesignation). The row representing COMPLETED was an issue. Mr. Hansen related customers’ concern about complications in the standards and asked that COMPLETED be included for the sake of simplicity and consistency. Ms. Otondo suggested that there was no substantive need requiring this state to be made available in this context. The group consulted OATT 29.2 and confirmed that there is no requirement necessitating its inclusion for permanent DNR undesignations. The work table was so modified. 

After minimal discussion, the group decided that a COUNTEROFFER to load would not be made available. The Column representing Undesignation of Load was filled with no discussion. The group subsequently reorganized the working table to highlight similarities between columns. 
The participants began the process of assimilating wording from 102 into 105 using the work table as a guide.  Ms. Otondo offered to perform this task offline in time for the following day’s meeting; the group agreed. 
Mr. Sorenson asked if certain transaction types, such as data requirements, require business standards. Ms. Otondo indicated that she would note such instances in her off-line review. She proposed to highlight these areas and suggested that the participants address this the following day once the larger structure is more solidified; the group agreed.  
Ms. Bigelow presented her research relating to the origin and meaning of the expression “material change.” She shared that it stems from Section 31.6 of the OATT; as such, it is relevant to 102.4.4.3 and the post-completed changes permitted in Section 103. Certain audit reports were also cited. Ms. Otondo suggested that “material change” carries a built-in timing element, since, at a certain point, a TP can plan for changes if not too near-term. The group agreed to modify “material change” to “significant change” in 102.4.4.3 on the NITS New Flow work paper. 
The group began discussions regarding Network Transmission Commitment (NTC). The question was posed whether this refers to the transmission capacity aspect of a network service request. There was discussion as to what NTC is precisely. Ms. Otondo suggested that it refers to the schedulable part of ATC; therefore, it looks identical to PTP on her organization’s system. Mr. Wood suggested that it was the third template (after DNL/DNR) and shared the characteristics of a POD/POR. Ms. Otondo suggested that two distinct questions were being posed: what is it and who calculates it. 
Mr. Sorenson suggested that there are two broad perceptions that existed. On the one hand, certain systems want to understand the Impact to ATC of Network Service. Others want to know the schedulability limitations for a particular service to a particular load in an agreement. If scheduling rights are desired, then ATC transparency is the aim, since NTC is found within the ATC number. This perspective needs to address the issue of 100MW load going to 4 different 100 MW generators, since there is a need to address the fact that only one is used – all 4 don’t reach the same load. He expressed an interest in achieving transparency for the scheduling limits of service, as opposed to ATC, although he recognized that they will be one and the same on certain TP systems. 
Ms. Otondo referred to requirements to post the impact of grandfathered agreements and proposed importing that concept found in existing standards. Mr. Sorenson agreed, but suggested posting agreement-by-agreement for all the posted paths rather than a rolled-up aggregate number. He stated that the NITS impact to the ATC of network service is the underlying goal of this section. As such, he stated that a number would have to be posted for each piece inside an ETC. Ms. Otondo imported the grandfathering wording into the NITS 104 work paper. 
Ms. Otondo stated that a template existed on ATC for scheduling rights that would display identical data; she added that posting to systemdata would be redundant on her organization’s system. The group revisited the structural differences that existed between flowgate-method systems and contract-path systems before suspending the meeting. 
Upon reconvening the meeting, Ms. Otondo posed the question whether ATC impacts or Scheduling limits were the intended pursuit in this section. She opened the floor discussion regarding the imported grandfathering standards wording on the work paper provisionally called “posting ATC impacts of NITS agreements.”

Mr. Hansen stated that a systemdata query is performed according a time-based aggregate; as such, there is no mechanism to search per request. Mr. Sorenson acknowledged that the creation of a new template would be required, since only a time range in the aggregate is currently shown. Mr. Pritchard questioned the value in putting data on OASIS for each request, given that PTP functions well without this information. 
Mr. Hansen stated that his organization cannot add up TSRs because PTP impacts are not includable. He underscored that what is being considered is simply not possible for his organization. Further discussion was held regarding how the impacts on flowgate are not available for flowgate-method TP systems. 
The group further discussed whether relevant data has to be posted to systemdata. Ms. Otondo looked to FERC Order 890A requirements. Mr. Saini stated that ETC did not have to be posted on OASIS initially; he made reference to R-9 from MOD 001. Mr. True referred to WEQ AP item 2-b-i-1 and called attention to the intended scope of this issue. Ms. Otondo shared that Order 890A called for “complimentary to NERC.” The participants agreed that the goal was providing transparency to allow customers to see how NNL flow impact may affect capacity. 

Mr. Pritchard expressed his recollection that this AP item was the product of discussions related to historical NNL issues stemming from shared flowgates between PJM/MISO; hence, OASIS posting was not the original purpose. 
Mr. Hansen suggested that, if the posting of such data is made a requirement, that an exception be made for systems wherein the data can be otherwise derived. Mr. True called attention to MOD-001 R-1.3 dating that created the request in 2005. Mr. Sorenson displayed a diagram in order to demonstrate that for rated path/contract path systems, assumed transparency may not in fact exist. Mr. Pritchard stated that NITS requests should be comparable to PTP and allow information to be gathered in a similar fashion. He noted that the proposed aggregation is not required in the PTP context and expressed concern that the contemplated calculations may yield no value.  

Mr. Saini suggested delaying a decision on this issue until a scheduling template decision had been reached. Mr. Hansen reiterated that systemdata is the only place that his organization can post this aggregated ATC from NITS. Mr. Sorenson observed that data can always be added as long as the standards requirements are met. The group agreed that data can always be added but not subtracted. Mr. Saini again suggested that a decision be delayed. 
The group conducted an informal poll: “if the request-specific information for network service provides information comparable to PTP with respect to ATC data there will not be a requirement for additional system data postings. This proposition passed by a 7-2 margin. 
Further discussion was held relating to the need for flexibility. Mr. Sorenson restated that the issue was providing transparency so a TC can see how a TP calculates ATC, particularly in respect to NNL. He noted that in some systems a TC can derive full transparency, but that in others it cannot. 
Network Scheduling Rights (NSR) was selected as the title to Section 105.4. Ms. Rehman asked whether this referred to an aggregate or whether it was DNR-specific. Ms. Otondo stated her understanding that it would correspond with tagged information. Ms. Rehman asked if this was only to be used for imports, or whether it would be used for everything. Mr. Pritchard stated that, although across system boundaries has been the current scope, a new FERC Notice of Inquiry suggests that tagging of intra-BA transactions may eventually become a FERC-mandated requirement. Ms. Rehman asked for confirmation that the current scope was limited to requiring the posting of inter-BA tags and leaving intra-BA tags optional. The group affirmed her understanding. Participants also answered her original question (see above) by stating that DNR-specific was the aim. The question was posed whether NSR be defined by NAESB and whether TSR should be defined. This issue was added to the NITS Parking Lot.
Mr. Hansen asked what an NSR provided that cannot already be derived from the DNR/DNLs in an application. Mr. Sorenson agreed, stating that absent deliverability constraints, NSRs have no purpose.  He understood NSRs to provide value in declaring limitations where it is less than what can be derived from DNR/DNL data. 
The scenario where one resource exists with multiple available paths was raised. Ms. Rehman asked whether one would submit 2 DNRs for an import; essentially, should one contract or two be recognized. Ms. Otondo expressed a similar sentiment: is a designation required for each POR, or is it permissible to have multiples?
Ms. Otondo stated that the non-firm ATC calculation was important because non-firm will get released on a path if there’s not firm already scheduled. Mr. Sorenson asked how this was reflected in the tag (since a path is not defined on the tag). The group agreed that there was a need to reach conceptual consensus on this issue. 
Ms. Otondo asked whether the NSR template should be made a requirement. Mr. Hansen expressed opposition to being required to use these templates; he preferred leaving their use optional, but standardized in terms of their content if used. Ms. Rehman noted that the group may have to go back and add scheduling rights standards to the initial application. Mr. Pritchard stated the need to add studies to this new 105.4.3 as an option; he expressed support for the idea that their use be obligatory with no prescription on how the requirement is met. Mr. Hansen stated that there would be very significant administrative costs at his organization with no value added; he expressed support for a derived calculation, but not an ongoing obligation to keep OASIS templates updated. The group decided to resume discussion of this issue at their next meeting. 
2. Adjourn
The chairs reminded participants that a conference call was scheduled for March 23, 2010. Upon an unopposed motion by Ms. Otondo, the meeting adjourned at 12:00pm.
3. Attendance
	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Gary
	Alexander
	Midwest ISO

	Kathy 
	Anderson
	Idaho Power Company

	Daryn 
	Barker
	E.On US

	Jennella
	Battles
	NV Energy

	Christina 
	Bigelow
	Entergy

	Ernie 
	Cardone
	NYISO

	James 
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Marilyn
	Franz
	NV Energy

	Clifford
	Garner
	Portland General Electric

	Brad
	Hansen
	BPA

	Bob
	Harshbarger
	Puget Sound Energy

	Josh
	Jenkins
	Southern Company

	Marie 
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Marcie 
	Otondo
	APS

	Gail
	Parker
	Midwest ISO

	Alan 
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara 
	Rehman
	BPA

	Matt
	Richard
	Portland General Electric

	Guy
	Ridgely
	Midwest ISO

	Jeff
	Rooker
	SPP

	Narinder 
	Saini
	Entergy

	Paul
	Sorenson
	OATI

	Roy 
	True
	ACES Power Marketing

	JT 
	Wood
	Southern Company
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