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April 15, 2010 – 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Central

FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Ms. Otondo welcomed attendees to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves in person and over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  After the subcommittee had agreed to postpone review of prior meeting minutes until the end of the meeting, the motion to adopt the revised agenda passed unanimously. The group agreed to change the meeting scheduled for May 25, 2011 to May 27, 2011. Discussion of the draft meeting minutes was postponed until later in the meeting. When the subcommittee took up this review, numerous minor corrections were made to the draft meeting minutes before the motion to adopt the revised versions of the draft meeting minutes from February 3-4, 2010 and March 23, 2010 was approved without opposition. 
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Discussion of BPA issue related to current transmission customer’s prerogative to choose either PENDING or QUEUED
Mr. Hansen opened an email he had sent for the subcommittee’s consideration that had been posted for the meeting at Pending or Queued option of submittal Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA.  
I think that the general requirements should cover this:

Upon completing all or part of the required templates, the Transmission Customer may submit the template(s) with the state of PENDING or QUEUED where PENDING designates the customer desires to continue working on the template(s) and QUEUED designates the customer’s desire to formally submit the template(s) as a request for service.

I know that this will need a word smith but this is the general idea. 

He presented the idea and clarified his reasons. A comparison was drawn to PTP resales where, unlike the typical scenario where a Transmission Customer submits a flag indicating that it wants a request queued by the Transmission Provider, the Transmission Customer’s ability to confirm bypasses the Transmission Provider’s eligibility screen. Ms. Otondo suggested that an additional line be inserted between PENDING and QUEUED on the State Table row for SUBMIT. Mr. Wood observed that the Pending state was different in NITS because it was a work area that does not go away. 
Extended discussion was held regarding whether the Transmission Provider or Transmission Customer should be responsible for setting the state to QUEUED. The group made reference to the draft version of 001-102.1.3.1 on the work paper, which establishes that from PENDING, a Transmission Customer can request that an application be QUEUED. The subcommittee also consulted 001-102.1.1.2.1 and 001-102.1.3. 
Ms. Rehman suggested the addition of wording “by submitting the NITS application to be QUEUED by OASIS” be added to 001-102.1.1.2. This idea was supported, but questions arose whether this was the appropriate standard for insertion of the phrase. Mr. Hansen suggested inserting it into the general requirements at 001-101.8. The subcommittee agreed to this suggestion and the change was made on the NITS New Flow-Redlined work paper.
Further discussion was held relating to processes in 001-101.8.  Mr. True asked whether the Transmission Customer choice would be between the activity of SAVE (that shows as PENDING) or SUBMIT (that shows as QUEUED). The mechanics of Transmission Customer’s action was discussed at length. Clarification was made to the work paper that SAVE or SUBMIT are the two options for action available to the Transmission Customer. Ms. Bigelow added a note in the margin to modify the other presubmittal workspace standards to conform to this change. Conforming changes were also entered onto the Work Document for Modification of Service work paper. 

Numerous renumbering modifications were made in the general requirements section. 
Mr. True suggested that the Transmission Customer needed the ability to clean up the work space in the PENDING state; 001-101.5.3.3 was added to permit this functionality. 
· Review of the NITS New Flow

Ms. Otondo opened the NITS New Flow Clean document; the subcommittee began its review of the document. Ms. Bigelow led a review of her offline changes including renumbering and minor cleanup changes. She added that she had also removed all the indefinite articles from each header. The subcommittee began its review of the document at 001-105.2.2; during the course of this review, numerous changes and comments were agreed-upon, as captured on the NITS New Flow-Redlined work paper. 


105.2.2.1
The group agreed to add “if any” because some Transmission Providers do not have a business practice; they use the OATT as their sole governing document. Discussion was held that Motion 9, found on the NITS Motions document, applied to the whole application and required a business practice to be posted. The understanding was shared that the motion applied only to modifications, meaning no requirement to have a business practice existed. The group reversed course and added “or” and removed the previous “if any” change. 

Numerous changes were agree-upon concerning the distinction between INVALID and DEFICIENT in the context of a validity screen by the Transmission Provider. Ms. Otondo observed that using “shall” rather than “may” would prevent the possibility for discrimination between Transmission Customers. Mr. True observed that the distinction between when to use one versus the other state was unclear; Ms. Otondo noted that DEFICIENT would be defined under a Transmission Provider’s business practice rather than the standards. After Ms. Rehman noted that it was impossible to go to INVALID from REEVALUATE, although the state table allowed for this action; 001-102.4 was referenced. 

105.2.1.2 
Mr. Manning noted that “may” seems to be inconsistent with the requirement that an application that doesn’t meet the minimum requirements shall go INVALID. There was a split of opinion because many Transmission Providers do not post business practices. After extended discussion, Mr. Wood suggested that it could be helpful to standardize where the information is kept, not its content. The issue was added to the Parking Lot for future discussion. 

105.2.4.1 
After discussion, this draft standard was broken into 001-105.2.4.1.1 and 001-105.2.4.1.2 for clarity. 
The group reiterated the prior commitment to fully name each request in each standard/sub-standard for greater clarity on the part of a reader. Ms. Knox volunteered to change all the generic requests to make them match their specific section. 


105.2.4.5.3 
In response to a question, Ms. Otondo stated that heat rate and incremental pricing curves, among other data, would not constitute a significant change.

105.2.4.6 
In response to a question concerning the phrase “timely manner,” the group noted that because no formal timing requirement existed, each Transmission Provider would determine what constituted a timely manner. 

105.2.4.7 
This standard was removed because it was redundant.  


105.2.5.1
The group agreed to modify “designated” to “deemed” after a brief discussion. 

105.2.5.2.5 
During a discussion, the subcommittee clarified that this standard was needed because some Transmission Providers only assign a queue time after a request has been declared COMPLETED. Mr. Hansen noted that, as written, the standard contained a temporal impossibility. He noted that’s what seemed to be intended was the time stamp, which is assigned upon the initial request submission, would be held and established as the queue time upon a determination of COMPLETED.

105.2.8.1 
In a discussion of whether “for the provision of service” was needed, Ms. Bigelow noted that it was because if the modification was not deliverable to the load without upgrades, it was possible that a required facilities study agreement may not be completed. The group decided to replace “for the provision of service” with “for the addition of the Network Resource” to clarify the intended context.

105.2.9.2 
REVISED was removed because it was an impossibility that a new A-Ref number would be assigned. The group understood revised to require a new queue time and unique identifier. After discussion, an informal poll was taken which resulted in the decision to keep the standard as drafted. 

105.2.10.1  
Ms. Otondo stated that the requirement that a Transmission Provider make a NITS counteroffer did not exist in the OATT. Ms. Rehman noted that the standard wording was adapted from the PTP partial service context, which could explain the situation; she suggested that the requirement be changed to an option. Mr. Wood suggested the phrase “if the Transmission Provider chooses to counteroffer, then it shall set the status to COUNTEROFFER.” During an extended discussion, it was noted that 19.7 of the OATT did require the counteroffer of partial capacity for PTP. Several attendees expressed their view that it should also be required in the NITS context.  In an informal poll, the subcommittee decided, with seven in favor and two opposed, to not require the provision of partial capacity service on NITS. 

Modifications were made to the standard and new 001-105.2.10.1.1 was added to reflect this decision. The group confirmed that its intent was to restrict this counteroffer to MW values. 

Discussion was held how the “capacity” suggested in the working standard could be interpreted as transmission capacity versus generation capacity. Ms. Otondo suggested the need for consideration of network scheduling rights versus system data postings implementations. Mr. Wood asked whether any Transmission Providers permitted DNRs to be built without associated transmission. Mr. Hansen noted that his organization did not evaluate transmission capacity, but rather load requirements; Mr. Wood stated that his organization’s pooling function would preclude this approach. Ms. Otondo stated that her organization would grant full DNR capacity but not necessarily full transmission capacity. Mr. Hansen stated that, from his perspective, the award of transmission service should be the only aspect eligible for counteroffer, noting that it would be a study in potentials with generators. 
An extended discussion was held regarding the generation, transmission, and load characteristics of service. Some systems were noted to limit resources at a generation level, others noted to accept all generation, but limit scheduling rights. Mr. Hansen stated that his organization needed to know where the load was located to as accurately as possible define the flow of electrons, meaning that the approval of a DNR was necessarily dependent on load characteristics. He clarified that the information in a DNR alone would be insufficient to determine paths, flows, or ATC. The group agreed to add 001-105.2.11.1, stating that acceptance of a DNR did not imply acceptance of transmission rights. 
Extended discussion was held whether this approach considered the needs of market and non-market regions. The group was divided whether the new 001-105.2.11.1.1 accommodated both paradigms. 
The group consulted the NITS Motions document to determine whether the issue had been previously discussed. Mr. Saini proposed Motion 61, as captured on the Redlined NITS Motions work paper:

For the purpose of NAESB Business Practices Standards, approval of request for designation of new Network Resource in NITS standards indicates deliverability of the Designated Network Resource Requested to serve the Network Load for that Customer in accordance with the Transmission Provider’s tariff and/or business practices. 
Discussion was held on the motion. Ms. Otondo asked whether the intent of the motion was to preclude overdesignation of capacity. Mr. Saini stated that his intent was that approval of a DNR would allow a Transmission Customer the right to have the same number of transmission MW. He clarified that he was suggesting not to force build out of transmission, but to make it clear in the standards that the granting of a DNR implies that a deliverability study has been performed prior to the granting and that the Transmission Customer would receive transmission rights up to that capacity. Several attendees from the western states were strongly opposed to this suggestion. Mr. Saini stated that his motion was merely intended to clarify what the approval of a DNR signified; he welcomed friendly amendments.  
Ms. Otondo stated that a one-to-one match-up between DNR and transmission rights posed an insurmountable problem. Ms. Rehman referenced the OATT at 30.8 indicating that there were no limits to integrate a resource, however use of the interface capacity could not exceed the Transmission Customer’s load. She noted that it seemed that a Transmission Customer could designate whatever they wanted, but could not necessarily use all of it. 
Mr. Ridgely also expressed opposition to the motion because “universal deliverable” was not the only deliverable option under his organization’s structure: “locally deliverable” also existed.

A vote was taken, in which the motion failed by a simple majority, with one attendee in favor, five opposed, and one abstention. 
Mr. Hansen asked, if new DNR were approved, how would this new information be incorporated into the application; Mr. Wood replied that each template would have a number that refers back to the application.  

Ms. Rehman asked whether a timing table for modification to service would be associated to show that a Transmission Customer has a time limit before a Transmission Provider can retract. Discussion was held.  Ms. Otondo noted that Table 4-A had been created for this purpose, whereas the OATT was silent. The group agreed that a response timing window was necessary. Ms. Otondo asked whether any attendees objected to aligning PTP and NITS timing requirements. Ms. Bigelow asked whether preemption would apply given that all NITS was Tier One. Ms. Rehman noted that at Table 4-A, row 2, unconditional requests may not be preempted (also found in WEQ-001-4.16). 
The group confirmed its understanding of applicability of the footnotes under Table 4-A. In footnotes 6 & 7, certain phrases were removed that the group agreed were not applicable in the NITS context. Reference was made to 30.2 of the OATT, which stated “as much advance notice as possible.” Mr. True expressed concern with the possibility of discriminatory practice in this context. 

Numerous rows were added to permit new contexts to be added to the table. 001-105.2.14.2 was changed to refer to the newly modified table. 

The group considered whether to permit a Transmission Customer to rebid an acceptance as well as counteroffer. The group confirmed that no rebid would be permitted on the initial application, but it would be in modification to service contexts. 

105.2.13.1.2 
Mr. Wood noted that he had copied the standard from PTP and removed the reference to price. The subcommittee made clarifying changes and conforming changes to suit the NITS context. The phrase “designated Network Resource capacity” was added for clarity.  Ms. Rehman offered to rewrite 001-105.2.13.1.2 offline prior to the next meeting. 
3. Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The group reviewed assignments and agreed to begin at 001-105.2.13.1.2 at its next meeting.
4. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 12:00pm. 
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