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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. After attendees introduced themselves over the phone, Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. After a review of the draft agenda, the subcommittee approved the motion to adopt the revised agenda without opposition. 

2. Consent Agenda – Adoption of Draft Minutes

Participants reviewed the March 28, 2011 draft meeting minutes redline and February 8-9, 2011 Draft Meeting Minutes Redline documents before unanimously adopting these revised draft minutes as final minutes. 
3.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Review SAMTS into NITS recommendation by Marie Knox and Roy True

Mr. True and Ms. Knox introduced the NITS Recommendation Review MK and RT work paper, prepared prior to the April 5, 2011 meeting, stating that they had reviewed issues affecting the assimilation of SAMTS into the NITS recommendation. Where they had made suggested changes, they provided explanations in the margin; the subcommittee’s consensus treatment of each suggestion was added into the comment boxes on the NITS Recommendation Review MK and RT Redline document. The following is intended to supplement that documented disposition. 
001-101.2 
Mr. True suggested the clarifying change of adding Coordinated Requests at end of the standard; the change was accepted. 

001-101.2.2 
Ms. Knox asked where the designated agent authorization period was defined. After consulting WEQ 002 and its existing definition, the group reviewed the revised NITS recommendation (unavailable during Ms. Knox’s initial review) and determined that her suggested wording had already been incorporated.
001-101.5.3.1.1 
Mr. True asked whether a mechanism to recover and reuse previously-entered information was needed for a request marked deficient. Mr. Wood replied that deficiencies were handled within OASIS, rather than the workspace. He added that a subsequent provision permitted the Eligible/Network Customer to copy information from OASIS back to a different workspace. The group discussed what part of this question could be understood as a Transmission Provider implementation question and what part of it affected the draft NAESB standards themselves. In addition, there was discussion of automated processes versus manual processes. Mr. Pritchard noted that the standard in question permitted a Transmission Provider to remove the information from the workspace, but did not require the action. He also stresses the reloading capability found elsewhere in the draft standards.  
001-102.4.6.1 
The group recognized that this standard was redundant given 001-102.4.5.1; it was deleted and renumbering was performed. The group recognized that the DECLINED state must be applied to all portions of an application. In addition, there was consensus that this presented a universal statement that was better expressed once in a general section, as opposed to multiple times in discrete contexts. 

001-103.1.1
Attendees discussed whether a Coordinated Request would be triggered in this application context. Mr. Wood stated that he had understood Coordinated Requests to be triggered at the DNR level. The group discussed the provisions in this standard in conjunction with those in 001-103.5.2. Mr. Wood opened the floor to a broader discussion of whether SAMTS should be limited to existing Network Customers. The question attendees discussed was whether to permit the initial NITS Application to include SAMTS requests?

Mr. Saini stated that it should be permitted to allow energy to be carried to a border on a neighboring system. Ms. Molotch made reference to the SAMTS recommendation at 001-xx.3.4.1 (in the last sentence) and questioned its continued applicability. Mr. Pritchard replied that at this moment in time, network service was not required to be on OASIS, so this referenced provision was a way to document an-off-OASIS request for SAMTS. He stated that it was intended to serve as an interim bridge mechanism until such time that NITS on OASIS is implemented.
Several attendees expressed support for the proposition, whereas several were opposed. One reason provided in opposition was that the initial application would become much more complicated to evaluate due to increased coordination with other Transmission Providers. Attendees recognized that, since an application would be considered incomplete if resources were not included, a need existed to accommodate an off-system resource if SAMTS were to be made applicable to the initial application. Mr. Saini made the following motion, captured as Motion 70 on the NITS Motions Redline document: 
Allowing an Eligible Customer to make a SAMTS request should be included in NITS recommendation WEQ-001-102 (NITS-Application which includes submission) and WEQ-001-103 (NITS-Evaluation of NITS Application).
Participants discussed the motion. Mr. Pritchard expressed an interest in ensuring that a NITS Application could form part of a SAMTS request. He stated that a NITS Application contained its own statuses, and that the group had decided that SAMTS statuses CR_COUNTEROFFER and CR_ACCEPT would be inserted at some point: he understood the question to be whether they were inserted at the initial application stage or not. Ms. Rehman noted that the motion did not point directly to this question; clarifying references (seen above in the motion) were added. Mr. Saini stated that the fact that resources must be included in the NITS Application gave rise to this issue. The question was posed whether an off-system sale would override existing tariff requirements – the group agreed that the mechanism was intended to comport with the existing OATT.

A simple majority vote was held, with four attendees in favor, two opposed, and no abstentions; the motion carried.  
Several issues were added to the NITS Parking Lot Redline document to capture changes that the passage of the motion required. 
The group began to discuss how CR_COUNTEROFFER and the NITS Application would be linked. The question was asked whether the overall NITS Application needed to be set to CR_COUNTEROFFER if a portion was assigned this status. Mr. Pritchard stated that general process was the following: 1) a PTP request on an adjacent system is requested to be tied to existing NITS; 2) the Transmission/Network Customer wants to ensure that the NITS is not tied to the PTP if the request is not approved. Mr. Pritchard added that he saw logic in tying the DNR/NSR to the PTP, leaving any NSR to appear separately. He continued that, assuming that a negotiation would occur, a COUNTEROFFER state would be appropriate, permitting the PTP to be lowered. He also noted that the application should not be finalized at this juncture because otherwise the Transmission/Network Customer could still be left with PTP service and a failed application. He emphasized that the status of DNRs/NSRs not be prematurely moved to CONFIRMED. He referenced the timing table at Table 4.3 and suggested that it permit NSRs to go to CR_COUNTEROFFERED under such circumstances, but not the overall application. He concluded that there was no firm deadline for applications.
Mr. Saini suggested allowing CR_COUNTEROFFER at the NITS Application level. Mr. Wood stated that NSRs/DNRs will have their own A-Ref numbers. 
The group agreed that a DNR/NSR would drive the overall application to a CR_COUNTEROFFERED state; a note was added to add this state to the overall NITS Application on the NITS Parking Lot. Mr. Wood noted that this new consensus required numerous conforming changes to the NITS recommendation; he entered many conforming changes on the NITS Recommendation Redline before agreeing to insert the balance of the changes after the meeting was over. Numerous additional issues were added to the NITS Parking Lot.  
The group returned to incorporating the Mr. True and Ms. Knox work paper into the NITS recommendation. 
001-103.7.2 
The group discussed why a need might exist to set a request to INVALID. Consensus was reached that there was no reason to mark a request INVALID if it is already in a final state; this standard was modified to remove the reference to INVALID, and in its place attendees inserted words to prohibit the action in the first instance. The group confirmed that NSR had been added to the glossary in WEQ 000. 
In WEQ 003, PENDING was added to the CR_ACCOMMODATED valid values after comparison had been made to 001-xx.3.4.  
Participants thanked Mr. True and Ms. Knox for their efforts in preparing the work paper used during the meeting. 

4.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
Attendees agreed to cancel the April 21 portion of the meeting and the entire April 26 meeting in order to permit a more thorough review of the draft SAMTS standards currently out for informal industry comment. 

5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm Central. 
6. 
Attendance

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Ernie
	Cardone
	NYISO

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Marie
	Knox
	MISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	Lori
	Molotch
	Arizona Public Service

	Gail
	Parker
	MISO

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Christopher
	Shirley
	Southern Company

	Roy
	True
	ACES Power

	Jimmy
	Womack
	SPP

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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