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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 delay review of the timing table submitted by Mr. Prichard until after review of the state tables.  The motion to adopt the revised agenda 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) Review State Diagrams provided by BPA

Ms. Otondo opened the State Diagram NITS Application Y. Coleman document. Ms. Rehman provided a brief summary before asking the group whether any modifications seemed necessary, noting that this work paper applied only to the NITS Application. The group held discussion and consulted the NITS Master Clean and its timing table.  Ms. Otondo captured several consensus modifications at the top of the State Diagram NITS Application work paper.  
The group subjected the State Diagram New DNR Y. Coleman to the same review, with suggested changes captured on the State Diagram New DNR work paper. To review this click on the DNR link and go through the same process. 
While discussing paragraph 666 of FERC Order No. 890-A regarding superseding, Mr. Pritchard asked whether the diagram is intended to be a guide for the development of WEQ-013 or some other purpose. The group discussed whether to have but three sets of diagrams and tables, or individual ones for each request type. Concerns were expressed with balancing a desire for clarity/simplicity with comprehensiveness. An idea was proposed to create a generic diagram/table with a footnotes indicating that different requests follow different processes. 
Changes were captured in the appendix of the Applicable WEQ-013 Sections for NITS 11/03/2010 - Submitted by B. Rehman, BPA document. In addition, certain wording was inserted on the NITS Master redline to clarify the proper use of SUPERSEDED.
b) Review State Tables

The group reviewed the state tables for DNRs and secondary service, reiterating its prior decision to do a separate table/diagram for the following three situations: initial application, modification to service, and secondary service. 

Mr. Pritchard provided a summary of the NITS Request Timing Requirements - Submitted by A. Pritchard, Duke Energy document he had submitted prior to the meeting. After brief discussion, the group agreed to delay further discussion pending internal reviews at each member company.
c) Recommendation
The group made several minor modifications captured on the NITS Recommendation redline document. 
d) NITS WEQ-002 & 003

The group opened the WEQ-002 NITS on OASIS document and identified places in the existing standard that were only applicable to PTP and not NITS. Modifications and comments were captured on the WEQ-002 NITS on OASIS redline document. The group undertook to resolve wording that had been previously yellow-highlighted. 
002-4.3 

Ms. Otondo observed that many, but not all, of these provisions applied to both PTP and NITS. She asked whether attendees preferred to structure the communication so that certain parts apply to PTP, others, or to both. Ms. Rehman suggested having the standard refer to PTP Template Descriptions and except relevant NITS provisions through the use of footnotes. She restated that her suggestion was to set this section’s default to PTP, unless footnoted otherwise. This suggestion was adopted and also applied to the template summary. 
Attendees agreed to break into smaller groups at their subsequent meeting, one to work on WEQ-003 processes/data element definitions and the other working on the WEQ-002 templates and descriptions. 

002-4.3.1
A footnote was added to clarify which rows in the table applied to both NITS and PTP.
002-4.3.4.3
Discussion was held as to whether reduction records were needed for secondary market sales where a transasssigned or transsell was used and a need to call back arose. Mr. Wood agreed that they should be developed and used for NITS. Ms. Rehman noted that deferrals of service date needed to be addressed as well. 
The group held discussion surrounding the need to accelerate the development of the technical standards. The group recognized that implementation and development of FERC Order Nos. 676-E and 729 were likely preventing industry experts from participating. 
Attendees discussed what start/stop time meant in the agent template. The question was asked whether this differed from the transaction start/stop time. Concerns were expressed that agent start/stop times could create a transition/hand-off issue if a customer were to change agents. An attendee stated that verifying the time frame in which an agent-submitted request would be considered valid was paramount. The group agreed that defining when an agent is authorized to act on a Network Customer’s behalf was essential. 

After discussion evaluating the confusion inherent in having two start-stop times, the group agreed to pursue one set of start/stop times for the agency period. The discussion turned to what this defined period would signify. An attendee stated that if stop time is the final day that an agent may queue a request, then the start time would likely represent the time that the agent can first act for the principle. The group began to draft an agent template document captured on the Agent template and validation work paper.  
Mr. Pritchard suggested that 1) stop time should coincide with a last time eligible to queue a request; 2) an agreement was needed to be attested to exist between the Network Customer and agent; and, 3) the standard should permit the Transmission Provider to enter agent information on behalf of the Network Customer.

Discussion was held whether this agency relationship information should be masked. Several attendees stated that it should not. 

Ms. Rehman asked whether agents are required to have a unique code for the EIR tagging purposes. No response was captured.
The group discussed the posting of ancillary services on OASIS. Mr. Pritchard stated that ancillaries are noted on the NITSA, as opposed to on each request. Ms. Etheredge stated that OATT 37.6 applies to all transmission service requests. Ms. Rehman stated that this proposition appeared to be an open question that had been interpreted differently around the country.  She added that since NITS was being put on OASIS, it was reasonable to assume that the Commission would prefer the information to be displayed. She also noted that a redundancy would result if a Transmission Provider already posted ancillary services for PTP; Ms. Etheredge stated that ancillary services currently had to be posted at same time as secondary service.
 Ms. Otondo stated that no template was needed for ancillary services, adding that her organization’s OATT stated that ancillary service was only required to be in the operating agreement. Ms. Rehman reiterated that the template should be included, but made optional to avoid the redundancy of posting twice, once for PTP and once for NITS. 
The group discussed resources. Mr. Pritchard stated that since a marketer wishing to execute a slice of system sale was required to undesignate at the slice of system level, a mechanism was required to enable this action. He noted that if a marketer wished to execute a firm off-system sale, then it was required to either designate at the unit or plant level (per FERC Order No. 890B).  After some confusion was expressed, Mr. Wood summarized that three levels were under discussion: 1) slice of system; 2) resource/plant level; 3) generator level.
Ms. Otondo asked whether it were possible to undesignate at a unit level if the original designation was at a system level. An attendee asked whether it mattered which specific unit were involved. Mr. Wood asked whether PTP was not required to execute an off-system sale. Ms. Otondo replied in the negative, stating that it would depend whether a hub existed and/or where the undesignation occurred. The group discussed the question of whether it was possible to undesignate at the slice of system level, but simultaneously provide details indicating affected units.
Ms. Otondo created the Slice of Systems Undesignations work paper that was used to capture numerous issues. On this work paper, the purple highlight indicates provisions that needed to be added, whereas the yellow indicates areas where explanatory paragraphs needed to be developed. In response to a question, Ms. Rehman summarized that one to one, one to many, and many to one were the options. The group noted that an issue existed whether it was possible to provide geographic and electrical locations at same time. 
3. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm Central. 
4. 
Attendees
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	Marie
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	Luke
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	Alan
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	Narinder
	Saini
	Entergy
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