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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. The group made several changes to the draft agenda before unanimously adopting the agenda - as revised during the meeting document. 
2. 
2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS

a) Discussion and editing of Network Service State Table

Ms. Otondo provided a summary of the work done offline to the Draft NITS WEQ-002 and WEQ-003 Standards document. She noted that certain parts of the document are intended as placeholders for future consideration. After she asked for questions or comments, Mr. Pritchard asked whether any assignment of tasks to the OASIS subcommittee would flow from this document. Mr. Wood stated that it would eventually need to be approved as a conceptually good path. Ms. Otondo clarified that would entail a decision as to whether setting everything out in this fashion was needed and whether the format was agreeable. The group agreed to hold detailed discussions in person at the upcoming Colorado Springs meeting. Ms. Otondo suggested that questions or comments could be raised over the subcommittee distribution list prior to the meeting. 
The group opened the NITS Master Redlines 07/2210 document. Changes made throughout the meeting were captured on the NITS Master Redlines 08/04/10 document. Mr. Wood directed attendees to WEQ 001-105.7. He stated that the reason underlying the structure was a recognition that if transmission capacity needed to go along with a DNR, then status settings would need to be parallel for the NSR and DNR. He opened a discussion for whether this structure should be kept in place, done away with, or modified. He invited a concept discussion, with the understanding that the informal comments would be addressed later. 

Mr. Pritchard asked for and received confirmation that this is an optional template. He stated that he did not follow how the template would be used if chosen. He clarified that he was uncertain how the concomitant treatment of NSRs in the undesignation process would tie into this process; he added that the setting aside of transmission capacity was also unclear. Ms. Rehman responded in agreement that the steps in the process are not yet in place to permit an understanding of how the requests might be combined. She added that one issue is that some providers will use it differently than others, and that she had understood that each provider would address it their own way. Ms. Otondo noted that considerable differences exist between MOD 29 and MOD 30, adding that NSRs are difficult for users of MOD 30. She also noted that NSRs are more critical for MOD 29 users. Citing the FERC requirement to treat network and native load in a comparable fashion, she suggested avoiding being too prescriptive. Mr. Pritchard expressed agreement before asking whether the ATC impacts of NITS and PTP differed; he also asked whether the process could be designed to have standard components unique to each of the NERC MOD standards 28, 29 and 30. Ms. Otondo stated that this might be possible, but emphasized that she did not know whether sufficient uniformity existed among these camps to make this dichotomy effective. She also raised the issue of what to do in situations wherein a provider’s system is mixed between MOD 29 and MOD 30. Ms. Rehman offered that WEQ 013 could incorporate answers to some of Mr. Pritchard’s concerns since it is directed towards the customer interface. She asked Mr. Pritchard to send her his concerns so she could attempt to incorporate them into a WEQ 013 draft. Mr. Manning expressed support for Mr. Pritchard’s perspective, stating that NSRs are not frequently used. Mr. Wood stated that the NSR was contemplated as the scheduling right for the DNR. Mr. Manning asked how reserves were accounted for. Ms. Otondo replied that the CBM requirements accounted for reserves. She continued by observing that, although TSRs are currently used in many parts of the country, going forward, if a provider wanted to show the world what is going on in its network, the NSR would provide this functionality.  Mr. Saini stated that the standardization of scheduling rights should be accomplished as fully as possible, adding that this entailed at the very least a common understanding of what scheduling rights are. Ms. Rehman suggested that another option might be to remain silent and let each provider provide their own mechanisms. She stated that the NSR had been intended as a middle path that offered participating providers a uniform way to display the information on OASIS;  she noted that the back office processes were to have been left to the provider. She added that the ATC methodology should be one factor to consider, but not a decision-maker. She warned against getting too prescriptive and added that WEQ 013 could provide a firmer practical understanding of the process. Mr. Wood summarized three options 1) enhance WEQ 013 to better define when this function is used; 2) enhance WEQ 001 to say what this mechanism is and what it can do; 3) continue the discussion of the use of NSRs. Reference was made to Motion 64 stating that the posting of network impacts would not be required for any specific flowgate or path (see NITS Motions).
Ms. Bigelow opened a new document, NSR Options, to be used as a work paper. Specifics from the conversation were captured on this document; the options presented were in general: 1) adopt a short and sweet approach, using WEQ 002 and 013 for the template structure; 2) reword WEQ 001 using more detailed information; 3) remain silent on everything in standards (with the understanding that querying would be different on each provider’s system); 4) remain silent as to specifics, but keep a template structure in place. Ms. Otondo suggested that a vote be taken as to whether a template should be used before any further votes. An informal vote was taken resulting in the group agreeing to pursue a template approach. 
As a result of the vote, the group removed the third above option from consideration, before removing the fourth as redundant. Upon request, Mr. Wood provided clarification of what was meant by “short and sweet;” his response was captured on the work paper. An informal vote was taken, with 5 participants in favor of the first approach and four in favor of the second; as a result, the subcommittee was committed to pursue the “short and sweet” approach. 

Mr. Pritchard asked whether a provider would be required to create business practices if it chose to use NSRs. Ms. Rehman stated that the OASIS display was intended to be displayed uniformly and be able to be queried uniformly. She added that this meant that a template structure would require incorporation of 105.7.10. 
An attendee asked whether WEQ 001 would permit a provider to use the NSR functionality in a way that allows it to manage affairs internally; he expressed his understanding that the short/sweet option would permit greater flexibility
After a lunch recess, the group decided to continue with section 105.5 that describes the designation of new network load. Mr. Pritchard referenced his organization’s submitted concerns that identification of the TSIN-registered sink name was essential. Ms. Rehman asked how this might be accomplished; Mr. Pritchard replied that inclusion of the load name could be required in the application. He stated that this name would also be critical for tagging purposes relating to synchronization across multiple transmission providers.
The group turned to a discussion of rollover rights; Mr. Pritchard noted FERC’s interest in the issue. He added that in his view FERC’s intention is unclear; he stated that his organization would suggest asking FERC for clarification before proceeding further. Mr. Wood agreed that it was unclear whether rollover rights are meant to apply to each application or each piece of an application. Mr. Pritchard replied that whether the rollover rights were granted on the term of the DNR, whether any rights are associated with forecasted network resources, and whether rights remain available if one requests something that runs beyond term of the agreement appear to be unresolved questions; he reiterated the suggestion to turn to FERC for clarification. The group noted that this clarification would take considerable time to receive. Messrs. Manning, Pritchard, and Wood took an action item to work together to identify what is clear what is unclear with the intent to form a list of unanswered questions.  
The group discussed designated network load. Mr. Pritchard stated that he did not see the need for a template to be created, since it would add work for entities who don’t ordinarily deal with OASIS.  Mr. Eckelkamp agreed, adding that he did not see the value of DNLs, at least from a marketing perspective. Mr. Manning clarified that new delivery points differ from new network load; he agreed that putting this on OASIS would be problematic. Ms. Otondo referred to OATT 29.2 and 31.4 and suggested that certain information be included as a file on OASIS. The group recognized the need for information such as a load forecast to be treated confidentially. A conversation about what needed to be masked followed. 
Mr. Manning asked whether a new load projection would suffice for updating a load forecast. Mr. Pritchard stated that the information would neither need to be provided at the substation level, nor presented in a way that the provider may not need. Ms. Otondo stated that including incremental cost data on OASIS was unnecessary. 
Ms. Otondo clarifies that she meant to attach a file to a template. Mr. Pritchard stated that he failed to see the value in attaching a file that provides no value to the provider or customer. The group recognized that FERC had left the question of what was needed to designate resources on the network to NAESB. 
The group discussed whether this update could be done annually, or whether it needed to be updated as individual pieces. Ms. Rehman stated that modification to service does not have to be on OASIS, but a description is nonetheless needed. She stated that she would be fine with deleting the section, provided that information has to be provided as a new application, with the load portion updated yearly. Alternatively, she suggested that some sort of other submittal through provider business practices be permitted. Mr. Pritchard reiterated his position that this is high volume of confidential information that adds no value, thus to provide it on OASIS would be difficult. It could not be handled through a simple acknowledgement that the information has been received as done currently with maps etc. Ms. Otondo reiterated that she would prefer a template be created. Mr. Wood suggested that its optionality be made clear, but that, if used, it should be used according to a template. Mr. Pritchard stated that he was generally opposed to having to put wording in a tariff stating that his organization has opted out of incorporating an optional template. Consensus was reached that section 105.5 is not required and that it can be treated as NSRs.
3. Adjourn 
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:15pm Central.
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