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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 the review of draft meeting minutes was deleted from the draft agenda, the motion that the revised agenda be adopted 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
Participants opened the NITS Informal Master - Revised and NITS Master - Clean documents for review and comparison. As the group reviewed comments received, consensus changes were made to the NITS Master; these changes were captured on the NITS Master - Redlined document. In addition, consensus responses were entered on the NITS Informal Comments - Redlined document unless the commenter was present during the review. 

102.1.2.1.1 
In response to a question, the group agreed that this standard did not apply to the request for modification context. Attendees recognized the possibility that later modifications might be confusedly pulled under this standard; a note was added to clarify this standard at a later time. Mr. Wood undertook to draft proposed wording for subcommittee approval.
102.4.1

After the Duke Energy comments were satisfactorily addressed, the group discussed Entergy’s question of whether an invalidated portion would invalidate the entire application. Ms. Otondo replied that, as written, an invalid application is determined by the Transmission Provider. She added that each portion can be invalid as well, independent of whether the invalidity of that portion is considered by the Transmission Provider to invalidate the overall application.
Several attendees representing Transmission Providers questioned whether portions should be able to be set to invalid in the first place; one noted the OATT requirement of working with the Transmission Customer. The group consulted 102.3.1 and 101.13 before discussing whether portions should be permitted to go to invalid. Mr. Saini stated his understanding that invalid constituted a final state for the application, not for individual portions; others agreed with this 102.4.1 was rewritten to address Entergy’s concerns. In response to a question, Ms. Otondo confirmed that the templates would be capable of addressing off-system loads. 
102.4.4.3 
The group agreed and recorded that “significant change” would be determined by the Provider.
102.5.2 

Attendees added wording to incorporate reference to the fact that OASIS would set the queue time; a reference to 102.1.2.1.1 was also included. 
102.5.3 

Participants discussed ancillary services before deciding to keep this Transmission Provider specific; 10111 was added for clarity. The group understood that the dual mention was not intended to require specifying ancillary services twice (i.e. in the initial application and for subsequent requests for modifications). The standard was also changed so credit denials are not made public. 

103.3.1

103.3.1.1 was added to reflect the understanding that a deficiency in one portion would trigger a deficiency in the overall, which would trigger a deficiency in each portion under the overall. 

103.4 

The group noted that the OATT anticipates mutual responsibilities in this area before agreeing that certain circumstances are conducive to a mechanism to remove an application from the queue, such as a Transmission Customer who refuses to perform significant required transmission upgrades. The group further recognized that other limited situations may exist where it may be necessary to refuse an application. 
103.5.2.3 
The group discussed counteroffers and whether price and capacity were counterofferable; the group agreed that price was irrelevant to the NITS context. For this reason, attendees agreed that capacity counteroffers were the only valid counteroffers. 

103.7.2 

The phrase “prior to the overall NITS Application being set to ACCEPTED or COUNTEROFFER” was added at beginning of this standard because it was unclear which situation was applicable. 
103.8.1 

The group agreed that rebid was inapposite at this point in the process. 
103.8.1.2 
Attendees added a response to Duke’s comment indicating that that final state refers to invalid and denials, but not confirmed. The group approved of BPA’s proposed wording and decided to incorporate it. 

103.9 

The BPA comments were incorporated to clarify Transmission Provider/Transmission Customer responsibilities.
104.2 

After discussion, the participants agreed to add the effective date of the change, as well as the time frame the Transmission Customer is permitted to act within in editing the template structures. The group further confirmed that calendar days was the intended duration, as opposed to business days. 

104.5 

Ms. Glassman suggested that administrative changes not be made or maintained on OASIS. She asked whether new load or modified loads would be modified on OASIS. The group agreed that they would be, since required to be so by the OATT, but recognized that individual FERC-approved tariffs could certainly indicate otherwise. Ms. Glassman also asked about grandfathering provisions for existing Network Customers that have NITSAs. Ms. Rehman stated that the issue had not yet been addressed; she suggested that it be addressed in the implementation plan. 

Attendees reconfirmed that administrative changes may be made at any time in the process. Mr. True asked whether the assumption was that an administrative change would be defined as the inverse of a material changes, given that the phrase is not defined. Mr. Wood stated that the administrative changes were enumerated in Section 104. 
Mr. Wood observed that some of the administrative changes are not currently available in DNR structures, such as change to Network Customer. He asked how specific the group wanted to be, using load description as an example. A conversation ensued as to the composition of this list of administrative changes. There were a considerable number of perspectives on the question.
Ms. Glassman asked whether it would be easier to define material change as POR, POD, and MW. She asked what else could possibly qualify as material. Ms. Otondo replied that material should refer to types of changes the Transmission Provider should be empowered to deny. Ms. Rehman expressed a preference to omitting Section 104 out of the NITS standards and, therefore, leaving it to the individual Transmission Provider business practices. The group discussed the merits of these alternative approaches. No specific decision was reached. 

The group agreed to delete this section in favor of including administrative change provisions in either WEQ-002 or WEQ-013 standards. No consensus was reached as to the types of changes, either in specific or general terms, that could be characterized as administrative changes. The substance of the Section 104 standard was deleted, but not the concept that certain unenumerated changes could be categorized as administrative changes. 
105.1.1 

The OATI comment about this standard was moved to 105.7, which concerns NSRs. Ms. Bigelow made several suggestions intended as clarifications; participants discussed the proposed modifications to 105.1.2/105.1.3 as well. The consensus decisions were captured on the work paper. 
105.1.4 

Mr. Manning explained the background behind the NCEMC comment. He noted that the essential issue was that the standard suggested the ability to undesignate for less than one day, without the corresponding ability to redesignate for less than one day should the context arise. After discussing the concern, the group agreed that annul could be used in this situation. 

The group reviewed comments received regarding Table 105.  During the course of the discussions, certain consensus modifications and notes were captured on the Duration Table work paper. 
Ms. Rehman stated that, under FERC Order No. 638, service increment (in the first column) was not the proper measure, but that duration would be. Mr. Wood asked how conditionalities could be incorporated. Ms. Rehman stated that the NITS service increment is yearly, meaning that it would always be Tier 1, long-term firm. Mr. Wood asked how would the analysis be performed to determine whether a request falls into the middle, or the top of the stack? Ms. Rehman replied that it would depend on the duration of the PTP against which it is compared, adding that once PTP goes into an unconditional period, it cannot be preempted. Mr. Wood stated that he would likely require a service increment to achieve this sort of comparison. 

There was disagreement as to whether NITS service for less than 1 year should be made available. An extended conversation about unconditionality, involving whether bumping can occur (regardless of the length of the PTP or NITS used for comparison), ensued.  
Discussion was held relating to the Cargill Order and the underlying concern that because a standard permits a given service to be offered, that the Transmission Provider be required to provide it after litigation. 
An attendee noted that the NITS service agreed-upon must be one year or longer, but it could be made up of 12-monthly DNRs. 

After further discussion, the group came to consensus that the first column in Table 105 be renamed Duration as opposed to Service Increment. 

The question was asked whether the standards would remain silent on mid-hour, given that the Commission is going to mid-hour. Another attendee noted that this was a scheduling issue, not a transmission product issue. The clarification was made that service could be offered hourly, with subsequent scheduling happening in lesser increments. 

Discussion was held whether to include firm hourly DNRs/DNLs/NSRss into the table after a question by Mr. Eckelkamp.  The group reconfirmed that Network Resource and Network Scheduling Rights (NSRs) would be the only applicable contexts available for temporary terminations. Possible contexts for indefinite termination were changed to Network Resource, Network Load, and NSR. The group noted that the second row for Secondary Network includes “request for” and “release of” for clarity. Numerous other changes were made, all captured on the work paper. 
Noting that NSRs are optional mechanisms, the group held discussion as to whether they should be excluded from the table, after a question by Ms. Otondo. After discussion relating to the confusion that could arise should the optional mechanism be interpreted as being impliedly required, the references to NSRs were removed.  

3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The group agreed that the agenda for the subsequent meeting should include the continued review of comments and the review of meeting minutes. 
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 3:55 pm Central. 

5.
Attendees
	First Name
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	Kathy
	Anderson
	Idaho Power
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	Coleman
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	Rehman
	BPA
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	Southern Company
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