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FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative 
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The group reviewed and held brief discussion as it relates to the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as written.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as written.
2. Discussion on WEQ-001 Document Flow
Mr. Wood stated that during the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee participants agreed to review and provide proposals with respect to the flow of the WEQ-001 standards related to Network Integrated Transmission Service on OASIS.  First, the group reviewed the NITS Proposal as submitted by Mr. Sorenson.  Mr. Sorenson stated that as agreed to at the October 28-29, 2009, WEQ OS meeting, the standards were enumerated such that all new NITS standards are assigned numbers that are intentionally separated from the majority of the existing Standards which are, for the most part, applicable to Point-to-Point services arranged on OASIS.  He further stated that each major section of the Standards addressing a specific aspect of NITS is given a major section enumeration, e.g., 101, 102, 103, etc.  Mr. Wood responded that the recommended enumeration for the NITS standards were amenable to the NAESB Staff.  Upon review of the document and after a straw poll, the group agreed to move the Network Integration - Concomitant Requests section before Network Integration – Annual Updates.  The group agreed to make the conforming changes as suggested by the proposals submitted by Ms. Bigelow and Ms. Rehman to the document submitted by Mr. Sorenson.  
In review of NITS Proposal as submitted by Ms. Bigelow, Ms. Rehman indicated that Ancillary Service requests would need to be included in WEQ-001-102.  The group agreed to Ms. Rehman’s suggestion and the document was noted accordingly.  The group continued discussion as it relates to WEQ-001-102- Network Integration Services – Initial Application.  Mr. Sorenson indicated that the queue time of the initial application should be noted within the section.  The group agreed that the language from the following motions should be included within the section: 

Motion 4 - Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed invalid.

Motion 9 - NAESB standards will say the transmission provider shall specify the minimum amount of information prior to submittal of a NITS application and obtaining a queue time.

Ms. Otondo questioned whether the group should distinguish between the Completed Application section and a Confirmed Application section.  Ms. Rehman stated that the Network Integration Services - Completed Application section has meshed the completed application and evaluating ATC processes.  Ms. Rehman suggested that WEQ-001-103 should be renamed “Network Integration Service – Evaluation of Completed Application”.  Mr. Sorenson suggested the following language to be included in the WEQ-001-102 section: “Final state here would be completed or some sort of rejection for not completed (i.e., INVALID).”  Ms. Rehman noted that in giving the “reason for denial” there needs to be sensitivity to the insufficient credit or deposit denial information posted publicly on OASIS.  Mr. Wood noted that state changes require dynamic notification to the Network Customer if the Network Customer has requested dynamic notification on OASIS.  Ms. Rehman stated that the customer should be allowed to electronically link certain application information and supply certain information via mail.  Mr. Pritchard questioned whether pre-confirmed requests should be addressed, with respect to retraction/withdrawal of the request.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if the additional load can not be aggregated under an existing DNL assigned under the NITS Application, the Transmission Provider (TP) shall assign a unique DNL reference number, update the new DNL request with the name of that DNL as submitted by the Network Customer, and register the new name with TSIN.  Mr. Saini questioned whether it was appropriate for the TP to be registering the new name.  Ms. Otondo noted that the subcommittee needed to address the following informal comment submitted by OATI: 
This set of standards are titled to apply to TCAs, DNRs, and DNLs.  The OS has no doubt discussed these concepts at length, but there really appears to be some concepts that may not apply to each of these requests.  For instance, in a NITS application, can the TP exclude portions of load (partial DNL)?  Does a TC really apply for a Transmission Capacity Allocation?  It would seem much more likely that a customer requests the Designation of a Network Resource (DNR) and the TCA needed to support delivery of that DNR to load is an outcome of the assessment/study of the DNR.  If the TP can’t grant a TCA is there, or can there really be, a DNR anymore?? I would also doubt the TC can control the flow of electrons such that for a given resource and load they can use one path versus another in most circumstances; maybe an east vs. west variant.  At best, information related to a TCA in support of a DNR would be dependent on and subordinate to the DNR itself.  This relationship is not clear as written.
With respect to the WEQ-001-103 section, the group agreed that material modification should not be allowed once an application is determined to be “completed.” The group also agreed to the following organization of the NITS recommendation: 
WEQ-001-101: Network Integration Service- General Requirements

WEQ-001-102: Network Integration Service- Initial Applications

WEQ-001-103: Network Integration Service- Evaluation of Completed Application

WEQ-001-104: Network Integration Service- Modifications to Service

WEQ-001-105: Network Integration Service- Concomitant Requests

WEQ-001-106: Network Integration Service- Annual Updates

WEQ-001-107: Network Integration Service- Renewal of Service (or Rollover Rights)

WEQ-001-108: Network Integration Service– Transfers, Aggregation, Disaggregation
The revised OATI Flow Recommendation is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a3.doc.
3. Discussion on any Additional Major Concepts within previously submitted Informal Comments
· Provide and Document responses to previously submitted Informal Comments
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the Informal Comments submitted by industry participants.  First, the group reviewed the EPSA Cover Letter with draft WEQ OS response.  The group agreed to the majority of the responses that were provided to the EPSA comments.  In regards to EPSA’s comments, as it relates to WEQ-001-1.0, the subcommittee provided the following response: Based on the action of the EC to remove WEQ-001-1.0.1, this section will not be addressed in the NITS on OASIS proposed standard.  With respect to EPSA’s comments regarding possible FERC imposed limitations, the subcommittee provided the following response: This is a limitation contained in the pro forma OATT at section 1.23.  Additionally, during the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined the following: Not inclined to replicate OATT language in the body of the NAESB standards.  May need to replicate language from a FERC Order to add clarity.  In the case where there is a term that is defined in the pro forma OATT, we will either define the term using that same definition or not define it as a term (lower case use of the term).  EPSA provided a comment questioning how Available Transmission Capacity service will be displayed on OASIS.  The subcommittee provided Motions 46
 and 47
 within the response and noted that the subcommittee will provide further discussion on this issue within EPSA’s comments during the December 1-3, 2009 meeting.  In the comments, EPSA wanted clarification of the treatment of “short-term DNRs” as opposed to long-term Point-to-Point transactions.  Mr. Pritchard and Mr. Sorenson suggested the following subcommittee response: All DNRs are Tier 1 as are all long term firm point-to-point and as such will be treated in the same fashion. (The pro forma OATT does not contain the terminology “short term DNRs”.) If EPSA believes that “longer term” is different than “long term”, EPSA should further clarify.  Alternatively, EPSA may desire to participate in the OASIS Subcommittee discussions (when they occur) on pre-emption (see 2009 WEQ Annual Plan Item for Group 4).  
Next, the group reviewed the EPSA Informal comments with draft WEQ OS response.  The group held significant discussion as it relates to EPSA’s comments regarding the TP implementing a time limit for the customer to remedy any deficiencies within the application.  The subcommittee provided the following response: During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined: Motion 44 was passed.  Motion 44 rescinded Motion 5.  Motion 5 stated: The deadline for the customer to remedy a deficiency (see motion 4) shall be 15 days from notification by the transmission provider of that deficiency in the initial application.  The transmission provider has 15 days from the initial application to notify the customer of all deficiencies.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the possible rescinding of Motion 4
.  EPSA provided the following comment in regards to WEQ-001-xx.2.1
: Where is the definition of what is sufficient information?  The subcommittee provided the following response: With regards to Comment BG9, please see Motion 9 
 and Motion 4.  EPSA also questioned whether the subcommittee could provide an example of where information is insufficient but the TP can merely deny the application without setting it to DEFICIENT?  The subcommittee provided the following response to this specific comment: The subcommittee developed as an initial framework a State Table which, hopefully, will address the Comment in BG10.  See Motion 48
.  The group continued to provide responses to EPSA Informal comments.  EPSA provided the following comments in regards to WEQ-001-xx(2).2.2.2.4.2
: When a request is made for a network resource to be  “ELIMINATED”, are there any obligations on the entity making the request to notify network customers that have designated that resource?  If not, what are the consequences for those network customers?  Mr. Pritchard made the following motion (Motion 49): Rescind Motion 12, as it should have been included in the motions which were rescinded in Motion 22.  A motion to rescind requires a two-thirds simple majority vote to pass when no notice of the motion to rescind has been given.  The motion passed with a two-thirds simple majority vote (with Mr. Womack abstaining).  The subcommittee provided the following response: Only the Network Customer (or its agent) is allowed to request elimination of the resource as a Network Resource. This section will be removed from the standard consistent with Motion 49.  The OS Response to the EPSA Informal Comments (Cover Letter) is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a7.doc.
The OS Response to the EPSA Informal Comments is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a8.doc.
The group subsequently reviewed the TAPS Informal comments with the draft OS response.  In regards to the general comments of whether descriptions of a purchase that qualifies as a DNR is too restrictive, the subcommittee provided the following response: During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined that it is not inclined to replicate OATT language in the body of the NAESB Standards.  May need to replicate language from a FERC Order to add clarity.  In the case where there is a term that is a defined in the pro forma OATT, we will either define the term using that same definition or not define it as a term (lower case use of the term).  TAPS provided the following comment in regards to the use of the term “primary TP”: We do not understand the references in several instances to the “primary” TP.  Mr. Wood suggested the following subcommittee response: Will address this concern as the language of the standard is finalized. Current thinking is that there will not be a need for the term “primary TP” in the NITS standard. However, further review may require use of the terms. If it is used, it will be defined.  In regards to the TAPS comments with respect to WEQ-001-xx(2).2.2.2.1 and 2.2.2.2, the subcommittee provided the following response: Specific language for NITS standards will be addressed when the Subcommittee reviews paragraph by paragraph. The requirements associated with concomitant evaluations will be further developed in the NITS standards.  The O.S. Response to the TAPS Informal Comments is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a17.doc.
Next, the group reviewed the Southern Company Informal comments with the draft OS response.  With respect to WEQ-001-xx(2).2.2.1.5.1, the subcommittee drafted the following response: The following motions were passed by the subcommittee to enhance standardization of naming conventions and, additionally, to allow TPs to meet the requirements of 18 CFR 37.6(e)(1)(vi): Motion 23
, Motion 25
, Motion 27
, Motion 29
, Motion 31
, Motion 33
, and Motion 34
.  The OS Response to the Southern Company Informal Comment is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a15.doc.
The group subsequently reviewed the BPA Informal Comments with the draft OS Response.  With respect to BPA’s comments as to whether the masked application fields will be included in the NAESB proposal, the subcommittee provided the following response: “The masking requirements will be stated in WEQ-002, or WEQ-003 or WEQ-013.”  With respect to WEQ-001-xx.2.1
, BPA noted the following comment: “In giving the “reason for denial” there is a need to be sensitive to the insufficient credit or deposit denial information posted publicly on OASIS.”  The subcommittee agreed and noted the following response: Subcommittee agrees and will discuss further.  BPA submitted the following comments in regards to the Table 4-x: Deficient Application Time Limits: 
Modified:  If the NITS reservation application is deficient, and the Transmission Provider is not obligated to pursue a deficiency remedy, the Transmission Provider may set the request status to DENIED.

If the Network Customer does not remedy the deficiency prior to the time limit specified in Table 4.x, the Transmission Provider shall set the request status to DENIED.

Upon expiration of the Customer Response Time Limit, specified in Table 4-x, the Transmission Provider has the right to set the request status to DENIED.
 The subcommittee provided the following response: 

At the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee made the following determinations:

10-28-2009 OASIS Subcommittee response – We will use the STATUS states defined in WEQ-003 for NITS, we will add STATUS states as appropriate for NITS, and we will ensure the current definitions of the STATUS states are revised to accurately reflect usage in Point-to-Point as well as NITS. See Motion 45
.

10-29-2009 Approved Motion 48

Please see the state table posted in the meeting minutes column for the October 28-29, 2009 meeting.
The OS Response to the BPA Informal Comments is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a5.doc.
Next, the group reviewed the OATI Informal Comments with the draft OS Response.  OATI submitted the following general comments in regards to WEQ-001-1.0.2.3
: 
This standard describes a requirement for TP to provide information on available transmission capability for transmission capacity allocations.  The presence of this standard suggests that there may be some difference between what is made available for NITS as opposed to PTP under 1.0.2.2.  It should be clear that there is ATC.  ATC is available for service under the OATT.  There should be no fundamental difference to the capacity available for use by either PTP or NITS, though there may be differences in how one assesses the impact on ATC based on the nature and obligations associated with the two types of service under the OATT.  The general purpose of this standard should be folded into a single requirements statement that transfer capability be made available and mechanisms to view and request service electronically on OASIS for service under the OATT be provided with no distinction made between what types of service may provided.
Mr. Sorenson stated that some information may not be able to be publically disclosed on OASIS.  He further stated the recommendation will need to provide a mechanism for information to be masked on OASIS.  The subcommittee drafted the following response: “Based on the action of the EC to remove WEQ-001-1.0 sections, the WEQ-001-1.0 section will not be addressed in the NITS on OASIS proposed standard.”  The OS Response to the OATI Informal Comments is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a13.doc.
The group subsequently reviewed the United Illuminating comments with the draft OS Response.  United Illuminating made suggested revisions to WEQ-001-xx.4.1
.  The subcommittee reviewed the proposed suggestions and provided the following response: 
During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, the subcommittee determined: 

Motion 44 was passed. Motion 44 rescinded Motion 5. Motion 5 stated:

“The deadline for the customer to remedy a deficiency (see Motion 4) shall be 15 days from notification by the transmission provider of that deficiency in the initial application.  The transmission provider has 15 days from the initial application to notify the customer of all deficiencies.”
United Illuminating made the following comment to WEQ-001-xx(1)
: “TPs in certain RTOs do not provide for the DNRs or the DNLs due to the provisions of their Market rules.  There should be an out for those TPs who belong to a RTO that does not designate/undesignate Network Resources/Loads.”  The subcommittee drafted the following response: “Please see response above related to organized markets.”  United Illuminated questioned the following: “How is a TCA different from the transmission capacity that is currently posted, requested, and sold on OASIS?” 

The subcommittee provided the following response: 
During the October 28-29, 2009 meeting, 10-28-2009 Change “TCA” to Network Transmission Reservation (“NTR”)

Subsequently Motion 46
 was made:

Subsequently Motion 47
 was approved to delay discussion of Motion 46:

The OS Response to the United Illuminating Informal Comments is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a4.doc.

Next, the group reviewed the draft response to the Informal Comments submitted by NYISO, ISONE, Midwest ISO, and PJM.  The commenters made the following comment with respect to WEQ-001-xx(2).1.1
: “Include a statement that allows for performing this function manually.”  The group responded with the following: “Subcommittee does not understand the concern.”  With respect to WEQ-002-4.2.8.2
, the commenters made the following comment: “Our existing OASIS provided for the PTP and network requests on the standard templates.  New templates are not required – Reference WEQ 003 – OASIS, Version 2.1, 3/11/09.”  Mr. Pritchard suggested the following response: “Subcommittee is not addressing WEQ-002 standards during this request for informal comments. However, (1) TPs that have used OASIS to collect NITS information have been using PTP templates which were not designed to handle NITS in detail and (2) the Subcommittee has not found it appropriate to replicate any Transmission Provider’s use of PTP templates for NITS.”  The group agreed and the document was modified accordingly.  The OS Response to the Informal Comments submitted by NYISO, ISONE, Midwest ISO, and PJM are available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a12.doc.
The group subsequently reviewed the SPP comments with the draft OS response.  SPP provided the following comment with respect to WEQ-001-xx(2).2.2.1.1
: “DNR attestation only required at confirmation on OASIS not at application?”  The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to paragraphs 182-83 of FERC Order No. 890-B.  Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 50)  “Consistent with the Commission’s ruling in Order 890-B, paragraphs 182 and 183, in the NAESB standards, the attestation will be required to be submitted upon submission of the request to designate a network resource.”  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed (with Mr. Saini abstaining).  The subcommittee provided the above motion as the response and the document was modified accordingly.  The OS Response to the Informal Comments submitted by SPP are available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a16.doc.
Next, the group reviewed the Entergy comments with the draft OS response.  Within the Entergy comments, Ms. Bigelow posed the following question in regards to WEQ-001-xx(1)
: “What about pre-confirmed requests – should they not also be addressed – especially with respect to retraction/withdrawal?”  The subcommitee responded with the following: The subcommitee will address pre-confirmed requests further.  The OS Response to the Informal Comments submitted by Entergy are available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a6.doc.
The group reviewed and agreed to the draft OS response to the First Energy comments.  Next, the subcommittee reviewed and held discussion in regards to the draft OS response to the South Carolina Electric & Gas Company comments.  With respect to the comment relating to the Designation and Termination of Network Resources as a Two-Step Process, the subcommittee provided the following response: “The intent of the standard is to allow for a start time AND a stop time when performing a temporary undesignation. Having a stop time for a temporary undesignation will make it a single request/process.  Likewise a designated resource may have a stop time.”  As it relates to the comment regarding Denial of Service, the subcommittee agreed to this response: “SCE&G’s request for guidance or insight as to the type of reasons and the level of detail expected in the Seller Comments field goes beyond the NITS on OASIS annual plan items.  SCE&G is free to submit a standards request to NAESB addressing this concern.”  The OS Response to the Informal Comments submitted by SCE&G is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a14.doc.
The subcommittee subsequently reviewed the Midwest ISO comments with the draft OS response.  Within the submitted comments, Mr. Ridgely and Ms. Knox made the following comment with respect to WEQ-001-xx(2).2.9
: “Guy’s above comment is in regards to this whole section. We disagree with this whole section.”  The subcommittee drafted and agreed to the noted response: “The Midwest ISO’s comments were discussed with Midwest ISO during the October 28-29, 2009 meeting. It appears to be a symantics issue. Midwest ISO will continue to participate in the Subcommittee deliberations and may propose re-organization and/or re-wording of the standard to ensure their concerns are addressed.”  The OS Response to the Informal Comments submitted by Midwest ISO is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a10.doc.
Finally, the subcommittee reviewed the OATI comments with the draft OS response.  The group provided additional responses to the submitted informal comments.  The OS Response to the Informal Comments submitted by OATI is available for review via the following link: http://naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis110909a13.doc.

The subcommittee will consider comments on the specific wording of the standard in combination with other entities’ comments after concept  concerns and document flow have been addressed.  The paragraph-by-paragraph review of the recommendation will begin during the December 1-3, 2009 meeting.  
4. Schedule for Upcoming Meetings
· December 1-3, 2009, hosted by Entergy in New Orleans, Louisiana
5. Adjourn
Ms. Rehman moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned 4:08p.m. Central on November 9, 2009.  
6. Attendance
	Name
	Organization

	Marcie Otondo 
	APS

	Larry Williamson
	Black Hill Corporation

	Barbara Rehman
	BPA

	Brad Hansen
	BPA

	Velma Whittier 
	Central Maine Power

	Alan Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Narinder Saini
	Entergy

	Christina Bigelow
	Entergy

	Kathy Anderson
	Idaho Power Company

	Marie Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Guy Ridgely
	Midwest ISO

	Vikram Godbole
	Midwest ISO

	Gail Parker 
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE

	Tony Hunziker
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB

	James Manning
	NC Electric Membership Corp

	Marilyn Franz
	NV Energy

	Paul Sorenson
	OATI

	Jimmy Womack
	Southwest Power Pool

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson LLP

	JT Wood
	Southern Company


� Motion 46 reads as follows: “Use the terminology of “Network Transmission Commitment” to represent the impact to ATC of confirmed network service.”


� Motion 47 reads as follows: “Motion to Postpone discussion on Motion 46 until the meeting scheduled for December 1-3, 2009.”


� Motion 4 reads as follows: Queue time is time initial application is “submitted” on OASIS (not the time the initial application is started on OASIS) with a deadline for submittal of all information (remedying deficiencies). If deficiencies are not remedied by the deadline, the application will be deemed invalid.


� WEQ-001-xx.2.1 - If the Transmission Provider determines there is insufficient information available �to grant the Network Customer’s request, and there is no obligation to provide deficiency, �the Transmission Provider may respond by setting the request status to DENIED.


� Motion 9 reads as follows: NAESB standards will say the transmission provider shall specify the minimum amount of information prior to submittal of a NITS application and obtaining a queue time.


� Motion 48 reads as follows: Adopt as an initial framework the State Table for Network Application as provided by A. Pritchard and amended by the subcommittee for use in the Business Practice Standards as related to the initial NITS application with the exception that the use of COUNTEROFFER and REBID which will be discussed at a later date.


� WEQ-001-xx(2).2.2.2.4.2 - Once a permanent termination has been confirmed the Transmission Provider will not be responsible for notification that the DNR has been eliminated.�





� Motion 23 reads as follows: “Include, in the standard, a query functionality and/or a download functionality that would allow query of currently designated DNRs from the OASIS or other database to meet the requirement set forth at 18 CFR 37.6(e)(1)(vi).”


� Motion 25 reads as follows: “For off-system TC-owned generation, the TC should use the TSIN-registered source name if available. If not available, the TC should use a TP-approved (the TP providing this network service) name which could later be modified to reflect the TSIN-registered name. (after the initial submission, but prior to confirmation of the DNR).


� Motion 27 reads as follows: “For on-system TC-owned generation, the TC should use the TSIN-registered source name if available. If not available, the TC should use a TP-approved (the TP providing this network service) name which could later be modified to reflect the TSIN-registered name. (after the initial submission, but prior to confirmation of the DNR).”


� Motion 29 reads as follows: “To facilitate the query passed in Motion 23, the template for requesting designation of a Network Resource will include two additional fields: 1) electrical location and 2) geographic location. The NAESB Standards will indicate the required content and format for those additional fields, which, if necessary, may be different content for different interconnections and/or NERC ATC-MOD standards.”


� Motion 31 reads as follows: “For off-system purchased power, electrical location is the point of receipt (on the network transmission provider’s system) and geographical is “not applicable”. The electrical location information will be populated with the information provided on the request to designate a Network Resource (“Delivery point(s) to the Transmission Provider’s Transmission System”, Section 29.2(v) of the pro forma OATT - 4th bullet on off-system network resource list of information required).”


� Motion 33 reads as follows: “For on-system and off-system customer-owned generation: 


Electrical location will be identified by the balancing authority area where the generation is electrically located and 


Geographic location will be identified by the county and state.  


Individual TPs may require additional information.”


� Motion 34 reads as follows: “For on-system purchased power, electrical location is the point of receipt (on the network transmission provider’s system) and geographical is “not applicable”. 


� WEQ-001-xx.2.1	If the Transmission Provider determines there is insufficient credit or deposit information, the Transmission Provider may respond by setting the request status to DENIED. . 


� Motion 45 reads as follows: “Rather than create all new STATUS values, NITS standards will use the STATUS values defined in WEQ-003, and will add STATUS values as appropriate for NITS, and will ensure the current definitions of the STATUS values are revised to accurately reflect usage in Point-to-Point as well as NITS, as applicable.”


� See supra note 5


� WEQ-001-1.0.2.3: “The OASIS will provide information by electronic means about available transmission capability for transmission capacity allocation and will provide a process for requesting Network Integration Transmission Service Application and transmission service. OASIS will enable Transmission Providers and Network Customers to communicate promptly requests and responses to request available transmission capacity and application offered under the Transmission Provider’s tariff.”


� WEQ-001-xx.4.1: “If the Network Customer is attempting to correct information and has not done so in a reasonable time period  , and the Transmission Provider elects to not continue on with the deficiency, the Transmission Provider shall notify the customer by setting the request status to DENIED”


� WEQ-001-xx(1): Negotiations for Transmission Capacity Allocations (TCA), Designation of Network Resources (DNR), and Designation of Network Load (DNL)


� See supra note 1


� See supra note 2


� WEQ-001-xx(2).1.1: An Eligible Customer shall submit the NITS Application on OASIS.


� WEQ-002-4.2.8.2: Company Information


� WEQ-001-xx(2).2.2.1.1: “A request to add a new Designated Network Resource shall be submitted to the primary Transmission Provider with a request type of ORIGINALDNR.”





� WEQ-001-xx(1): Negotiations for Transmission Capacity Allocations (TCA), Designation of Network Resources (DNR), and Designation of Network Load (DNL)


� WEQ-001-xx(2).2.9: “Requirements for Dealing with Requests to Deliver Energy to Network Loads from Non-designated Resources”
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