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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, attendees agreed to add discussion of Secondary Network Rewrite and Extension/Renewal (Section 108). Ms. Otondo made a motion that the revised agenda be adopted; the motion carried without opposition. 

2.
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

a) Continuing review of informal comments
Ms. Otondo opened the Informal Comments document and the group began its review. Changes were noted on the Combined Informal Comments and NITS Master redline work papers throughout the course of the meeting. 
001-106.1.3 

Mr. Pritchard stated that it was conceivable that a reservation could subsequently be superseded or displaced. He expressed concern that, if a two month point-to-point (PTP) displaced a one month PTP, it would not displace the associated NITS service. He suggested that any linkage be terminated upon confirmation. The group opened entered this understanding at both 001-106.7.2 and 001-106.1.4.
001-106.2.1 

Mr. Pritchard questioned the ongoing relevance of this provision, given the changes just made above. This led to a discussion of preconfirmation. 
Ms. Rehman stated that preconfirmed short-term PTP has a unique application not applicable to any other situation. She added that a standard preconfirmation request is very generic. She stated that if reservation priority preconfirmation was meant, then it should never apply to undesignations. 
Mr. Wood characterized the issue as follows: if a Network Customer concomitantly requests an undesignation and a preconfirmed PTP, and the Transmission Provider evaluates and accepts both pieces, and the preconfirmed PTP gets confirmed and the DNR remains in the accept state until the Network Customer acts, and during this time window the Network Customer decides to withdraw the undesignation, the question would be what happens to the associated confirmed PTP.
Mr. Pritchard stated that either both or neither should be flagged preconfirmed. Ms. Otondo stated that preconfirmed could be set for the undesignation to ease processing, just not for priority of queue purposes. 
Ms. Rehman expressed reservation, stating that the subcommittee should proceed with caution and be clear what it was addressing. An attendee stated that in linking these two requests together for evaluation purposes, if preconfirmation priority is assigned to the PTP request, then it should follow that evaluation of the undesignation is also moved forward, adding that there seemed to be no other mechanism to move the PTP forward. Concerns were expressed that, if the two requests were not processed in this way, the PTP would be held to a lower priority. 
Mr. Wood noted that the only request being evaluated is the PTP because a Transmission Provider neither evaluates nor denies undesignations. Making reference to 001-106.1.2, Mr. Pritchard stated that the issue was not assigning a queue time, it is the processing timeline. 

Ms. Rehman stated that preconfirmed must be identical in order to supplant prior-submitted non-preconfirmed.  She noted that the scenario under discussion was not identical. Mr. Pritchard agreed, but observed that, if the evaluation of the undesignation is done solely on a queue time basis, and it is non-preconfirmed, a dilemma is possible. He continued that in such a situation the PTP would be processed first, even though the concomitant mechanism requires that they be evaluated together. He clarified that there is nothing to bootstrap the undesignation forward. 

Participants discussed what was intended by the phrase “competing requests of higher priority” in the OATT. No common understanding was achieved. Nonetheless, the group drafted 001-106.1.2.1 as a measure of their consensus on this issue. 

In response to a question, Mr. Pritchard restated the issue and made reference to Table 4.3. A modification was made to the newly-drafted 001-106.1.2.1 to clarify that preconfirmation in this sense refers merely to processing by the Transmission Provider, not actual service. The group also inserted 001-106.1.2.2. 
001-106.1.5 
Ms. Rehman suggested, and attendees agreed, to clarify that if one request is withdrawn, then both will be deemed withdrawn. 
001-106.3
In response to the written comment (whether denial of one results in the denial of both), the group agreed that it would; it also agreed to address this scenario in the WEQ-013 examples. 

001-106.4 
Mr. Pritchard stated, and the group agreed, that there was a need to relate the standard to the timing table. Mr. Wood referred to Table 4.3 and attendees drafted new wording.  
The group also agreed to modify footnote 9 on Table 105-A. 
001-107 

An attendee asked whether an annual load update was a FERC requirement. Ms. Rehman replied that it was, although it was not required to be posted on OASIS. Some attendees preferred being entirely silent on OASIS, while others preferred being silent in WEQ-001 but including an optional template in WEQ-002. The group agreed to this latter proposal to give Transmission Providers the option of allowing Network Customers to make such updates on OASIS. 
001-108 

Ms. Otondo opened the WEQ-108 rewrite work paper. Mr. Wood provided a review before soliciting comments from attendees. Ms. Knox stated that her organization would be forced to object because it requires its Network Customers to file a new NITS Application for each request. Mr. Wood noted that the section under discussion would remain optional. Ms. Rehman referred to Section 2.2 of the OATT; attendees agreed to add discretionary wording. Ms. Otondo clarified that the issue was that, although a Network Customer has the right to extend service, extending OASIS stop time did not have to be the mechanism to exercise this right. The group agreed to suspend the preliminary 001-108 discussions until the next meeting. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
After setting some dates for future meetings, the group discussed ways to more effectively distribute meeting announcements. Some attendees preferred notice to be sent at least two weeks prior to the meeting, while others preferred only two days notice. The group decided to distribute the meeting announcements one week prior to the meeting whenever possible. 
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm Central. 

5. 
Attendance

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Daryn
	Barker
	LG&E and KU Services

	Yvonne
	Coleman
	BPA

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Yarrow
	Etheredge
	Entergy

	Marilyn
	Franz
	NV Energy

	Tony
	Hunsicker
	Midwest ISO

	Marie
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Marcie
	Otondo
	APS

	Gail 
	Parker
	Midwest ISO – Duke IE

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	BPA

	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy

	Roy
	True
	ACES Power Marketing

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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