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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 group agreed to add a review of WEQ-013 before unanimously adopting the revised agenda.
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 Section 001-105.4 Designation of New Network Load Rewrite work paper prepared prior to the meeting by Ms. Rehman. She provided a summary of the effort before asking for comments. In response to a question, Ms. Rehman restated that the intent of the work paper had been to serve as a compromise between either drafting a DNL process that mirrored the DNR process, or leaving DNL out of the standards entirely. The group confirmed that reasons for leaving it out entirely related to the specificity of providing a delivery point. Mr. Pritchard stated that the requirement would be overly burdensome on Network Customers, in part because the annual update already provided enough information through its load forecast. In addition, he stated that many of the Network Customers who would be expected to enter this information would be unfamiliar with OASIS. He added that substation information could well be proprietary. 

Ms. Rehman reiterated that her document had been drafted as a compromise; the group recommitted itself to following this proposed “short and sweet” approach to the submission of a request to designate new network load. Ms. Rehman’s work paper was incorporated into the NITS Master - Redline - 9/28/10 document and several modifications were made. During the course of the meeting, changes were captured on either this document, the NITS Master - Redline - 9/29/10, or the NITS Informal Comments - Redline work paper.  
105.4.2

The group discussed and agreed that the Transmission Provider should be permitted to enter such information on the Network Customer’s behalf. Attendees also discussed and confirmed that a Network Customer can submit a request by itself, through an agent, or through a Transmission Provider. Ms. Otondo confirmed that this agency relationship was contemplated in the OATT. 

105.4.1

Mr. Pritchard expressed concern that Transmission Provider discretion is permitted in this context, making reference to recent FERC orders. He stated that this was the only context where a sink name is required and asked how a Transmission Provider could escape the need to collect this information. He asked if a network load is not designated, then how would a tag be validated. Ms. Otondo asked whether there was opposition to making the DNL template required by striking this standard; none were opposed and the standard was deleted. 

105.4.1.1 (new)
The group held discussion of whether NAESB should establish minimum requirements for data elements. Mr. Pritchard stated that the TSIN sink name should be required. Ms. Rehman stated that source-sink were optional in PTP, adding that tagging does require source-sink to be registered. She stated that she did not understand this as an OASIS issue per se, recommending that it be added to the data dictionary. Ms. Otondo stated that she wanted the information to be posted in this section; she added that it could affect energy transactions sourced from different Transmission Provider systems. Ms. Etheredge stated that a timing issue existed that might affect the open season process because a name was not known. Ms. Otondo suggested using the “newpoint” idea in such situations. 
Ms. Etheredge clarified that the validation point she thought to be at issue was in an external BA. Mr. Pritchard noted that, in the DNR context, that this validation was made optional, but the requirement to submit it was not. After further discussion and references to FERC Order No. 638 and 101.12 and 101.13, text was added creating a requirement to use the TSIN-registered sink name; a cross-reference to 101.13 was added to 105.4.1.1. 
105.4.3 

This standard was changed to 105.5. A conceptual discussion was held as to whether the use of DNL terminations should be discretionary or not on the part of the Transmission Provider; the group agreed that it should. 
The group next compared the informal comments document to the revised DNL section to determine whether any of the informal comments were still applicable. 

105.5.1.1 
During a discussion of this section, Mr. Pritchard noted that people in possession of this information are not typically accustomed to being on OASIS. He added that the information be masked; several attendees agreed. Mr. Pritchard stated that the sought-for information would show up in the forecast before it gets to this point due to physical substation level load shifting and construction. 
Ms, Otondo asked when a new load was a new load, adding that she suspected that the definition differed from Transmission Provider to Transmission Provider.  She added that she had hoped to use this standard as a tracking mechanism for forcasting.  Ms. Rehman replied that forecasting was done at a more macro level, whereas this DNL context seemed to provide a micro-level functionality. Ms. Otondo stated that her organization considered a new load to be something outside of the forecast that appeared to require additional transmission to be served, noting that, if addressed in the load forecast, it was not considered new load. Mr. Pritchard stated that he understood the value of using this mechanism as a tracking device, but stated that NAESB should not take time to build it. He provided the following reasons: 1) the updating of this load is unclearly defined; 2) it has proven difficult to find a consistent cross-industry structure/definition of new load; 3) no requirement is found in the OATT to undertake the work. He added that he would support the capturing of sink information.  
The group agreed that the use of Section 105 be made mandatory, with the following information required: Network Customer name, ID number, seller code, and sink. In discussing whether the sink name was required regardless of whether it was sourced on or off system, the group agreed that this location was immaterial to the requirement. 
Several numbering changes were made and several comments added to the margins containing explanations and cross-references. 
 
105.5.6.1 
On the Informal Comments document, Mr. Pritchard explained that the basic issue raised by the comment was that a different approval process was required. The group recognized that the issue raised by the comment had been misplaced into the DNL section; it was moved to the NITS Parking Lot - Redline for future review. 
105.6 

In reviewing the second bullet of the OATI comment, about releasing capacity back to the market (when aggregate capacity held by customer exceeds aggregate DNR-DNL deliverability), a note was added that that discussion was held and no participants agreed with the comment. 

105.5 

On the NITS Master, the group considered indefinite terminations. Ms. Otondo stated that there’s neither termination of a network load, nor any stop time. The group agreed to delete this section; corresponding notes were added to the Informal Comments document. 
105.7 

On the Informal Comments work paper, the group agreed that, although WEQ-001 would not require linkage between NSR/DNR/DNL, this decision did not address what would be included in WEQ-013. 
105.7.1.1 
The comment from NCEMC, stating an opposition to NSR optionality, was discussed before Mr. Manning agreed to concede the issue.  
Related to another issue raised, Mr. Pritchard stated that if there’s insufficient capacity to accommodate full scheduling of a DNR, then the process should reflect that a study has been performed. He stated this as a reason that submitting an additional request was unnecessary. He added that if multiple DNRs used common transmission capacity, then one could simply terminate one tag and turn on another.  The group discussed the meaning of the NCEMC comment. Mr. Manning referred to excess capacity created by reserve margins. Attendees confirmed their one-to-many relationship decision. Mr. Pritchard stated that the option for a study is triggered to determine if the DNRs are not able to be delivered in full if there is a one-to-one relationship between a DNR and NSR, prior to a forced outage scenario. He added that a request for additional capacity for a one-to-one scenario would not be logical since an opportunity for an upgrade had occurred previously. A formal response to this comment was entered onto the Parking Lot. 
105.7.1.1 
Attendees agreed that the underlying intent of this section was to allow the Transmission Provider to post NSRs by creating an OASIS template record with a status of ACCEPTED; this decision was entered on the Informal Comments work paper, along with a cross-reference to 105.6.1.2 in the NITS Master document.
105.7.2 

Mr. Pritchard asked if an NSR were required to be submitted in conjunction with a DNR, but if no NSR was submitted, whether the correct response would be denial of the DNR, left to the Transmission Provider, or approval of the DNR but no scheduling right permitted. Mr. Wood responded that WEQ-002 and WEQ-013 efforts would address this question; the question was added to the Parking Lot. 
 
105.7.9 

Mr. Pritchard stated that the fact that NSRs and DNRs cannot be studied independently was an issue that would need to be addressed at some point.
105.7.3 

The group agreed that NSR capacity cannot exceed DNR capacity; a sentence was removed because OATT provisions already exist that speak to the question. A comment was added that the NSR/DNR timing issue still needed to be addressed at 105.6.2 of the NITS Master. 
Ms. Coleman provided an update on the WEQ-013 process. She asked for, and received, permission to follow the structure set forth in her efforts on WEQ-002. 

Mr. Pritchard suggested developing a preliminary draft for SAMTS about the new state of Provisionally Denied. After discussion, the subcommittee agreed to form a task force to generate additional thoughts and insights. Mr. Pritchard was nominated as chair of the task group before the group agreed upon a timeline for reporting back to the subcommittee. 

4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:08pm Central.
5. 
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