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March 1, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

March 2, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Eastern

March 3, 2011 from 9:00 AM to 12:00 PM Eastern
FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. After attendees introduced themselves over the phone, Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. During a review of the draft agenda, the subcommittee agreed to resume the meeting at 10:00 am Eastern on March 2, 2011. Mr. Hossain made a motion that it be adopted; the motion carried without opposition. 

2.
2010 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Continue review of NITS recommendation

The subcommittee did not perform a review because the document had not been modified since the previous review was performed. 
· Continue review WEQ-002
Mr. Sorenson presented the WEQ-002 Clean - Work in Progress 02/24/2011 document he had prepared prior to the meeting. Attendees performed a standard-by-standard review of the document. 

002-6.2.7 
Mr. Sorenson stated that one way to accomplish the intended functionality was through the use of a CSV flat file. He stated that XML would be a viable alternative. Ms. Rehman expressed a concern regarding the ability to switch to other formats in the future. After Mr. Sorenson stated that it would not be difficult to switch the overall format to XML, the group agreed to use flat files. 
002-6-2.12 
The group noted that this standard applied to the entire NITS agreement, not simply one reservation. In response to a question, Mr. Wood stated that in this context, “modify” means a Transmission Customer requests to change something that has already been already confirmed (subject to Transmission Provider saying No), whereas “updated” means a request that has not yet been acted upon (or when the request has been marked deficient and Transmission Customer has an opportunity to cure the mistake) and the Transmission Provider cannot say No. 

The group agreed that load information will likely be used for finding a sink name for tagging purposes, not the forecast, since forecast information would be quite complex. The group further agreed that Transmission Customers were better positioned to choose the sink name because they have access to that information. 
As discussed at a previous meeting, the phrase “elimination” of a DNR was changed to “termination” of a DNR. The grou agreed to use AddNITSDNR and TerminateNITSDNR; agreement was reached to have termination as the only possible modification of a DNR. 
The group discussed secondaryNITSresource and eliminatesecondaryNITSResource. A suggestion was made to change these to addNITSsecondary and terminateNITSsecondary for clarity. In the course of the discussion, the group recognized that release of capacity would be accomplished through the terminate template. The suggested change was made. In response to a question, Mr. Sorenson explained that an update can only apply to pending information, whereas modify applies to previously-confirmed information. He further explained the intended functionality of the presubmittal workspace. 
The group made the decision to add time to the upload; the group noted that issues could be created if a Transmission Customer’s clock differed from the Transmission Provider’s clock. In response to this issue, a time stamp was added to Input Template Data Element List; the group agreed that the field must be filled. 
The group discussed the fact that new NITS requests get a new number, noting that a Transmission Customer must indicate what initial status the application should take (either presubmitted or queued). The group understood that if the NITS application is presubmitted, each associated request must be presubmitted; they cannot be queued. In contrast, if the application is confirmed, requests can either go straight to queued or be presubmitted. The subcommittee understood that presubmitted requests would not form part of the NITS application until the NITS application is queued. 

The group discussed how Transmission Customers would communicate what portions of a NITS application they wanted to be deleted and whether this deletion needed to be part of a record. In addition, the question of whether deletions needed to be on the state diagram was discussed. Ultimately, the recognition was made that the presubmittal workspace was neither auditable nor archived. 
Participants discussed whether the presubmittal needed to be given the same number as the final submission, or perhaps a name, or perhaps a different number. The group discussed what sort of “hole” would remain when the presubmittal workspace either gets deleted, or converted into a submission. The subcommittee arrived at the consensus that some reference number would be assigned to the workspace. 

The group recognized that the Transmission Customer could make whatever changes it desired on the presubmittal workspace without repercussion.  The group agreed upon the concept of building the ability to copy the submitted NITS application information back to the presubmittal workspace in the event that a NITS application is denied. This was agreed-upon to permit the affected Transmission Customer to access the information to make modifications as necessary (as opposed to starting from scratch).
002-6.3.1.3 
The group agreed that the affected item has to be confirmed (it cannot be pending), that The group further recognized that, as of now, only SAMTS must all be preconfirmed. The group was reminded that concomitant is solely for letting go of a DNR in order to make a firm off-system sale. 
002-6.3.2.1 
The subcommittee decided that when status is set to queued, the submitter must either be associated with the customer or an authorized agent. The group discussed questions surrounding agents. Mr. Sorenson suggested three requirements: 1) an attestation that an agency relationship exists; 2) the name of the attestor; 3) the name of the person submitting the attestation. The group discussed the issue of how a Transmission Customer can authorize an agent on OASIS, if the purpose of hiring an agent is solely because the Transmission Customer has the lack of expertise with OASIS. 

Ms. Rehman suggested that an agent accepted yes/no flag be set by the Transmission Provider upon receipt of off-OASIS agent authorization. Mr. Sorenson noted another approach could be to permit the Transmission Provider to deny applications submitted by unauthorized agents. 
The group was informed that the optionality of the agent template was intended to reflect the fact that not every Transmission Customer uses an agent. Mr. Lee expressed a level of concern about Transmission Providers being placed in the position of verifying the existence of a Transmission Customer’s relationship with an agent. 

Mr. Sorenson agreed, noting that if OASIS is permitted to accept data concerning agency relationships, the question turns to how fraudulent or malicious submissions may be averted. He added that implementing this template should not be optional – he reiterated that the group had agreed that there were significant reasons to make this template a requirement. The subcommittee agreed to take agent authorization out since it would structurally permit fraudulent or malicious “slamming.” 
In response to a question about multiple affiliates and whether the customer code of the parent company would suffice, the group agreed that each entity would be required to have separate identifiers in the registry. 
The group summarized its decisions by reiterating that the entire application can be submitted by the agent on behalf of the Transmission Customer, and, as part of its verification process, the Transmission Provider will confirm offline whether the agent is authorized; if authorization cannot be confirmed, the entire application cannot be approved. 

002-6.3.2.6 
In discussing the 3rd paragraph, Mr. Sorenson stated that the notion was, in contexts wherein the status is either presubmitted or deficient, to permit the use of the update function rather than the modify function. Concerning the 4th paragraph, the consensus was that load updates could be submitted offline. 
The group thanked Mr. Sorenson for his efforts on its behalf; Mr. Sorenson undertook to implement the changes agreed-upon at this meeting for the group’s approval at a future date. 

· Continue review WEQ-013

Participants observed that the WEQ 013 effort would be delayed, as it was dependent on the completion of WEQ 002, the modification to service state diagram, and the modified PTP state diagram. 

3. 
2010 Annual Plan 2.a.iii.1 through 2.a.iii.3 Service Across Multiple Transmission Systems (SAMTS)
· Continue development of SAMTS

Mr. Wood opened the SAMTS Master document and led a review of the document. Numerous changes and comments were captured on the SAMTS Master Redline document. 

Mr. Wood brought up the issue that he had observed that “PTP” and “transmission service” had been used interchangeably throughout the draft standards. The group discussed whether transmission service covered both NITS and PTP contexts. Ms. Rehman expressed her understanding that transmission service was far broader and extended beyond merely PTP and NITS. She suggested using PTP and NITS in context, rather than using the more comprehensive term transmission service; the group agreed.  
001-4.9.2.1.4 
Attendees agreed to add the word “original” to the final sentence for clarification. The same change was made to 001-4.10.3.1.1.4 before associated comment boxes were deleted.
001-1.4.1
Mr. True expressed a concern that a Transmission Provider not be permitted to deny a request based on differences in nomenclature or services offered (product names). An attendee noted that, as written, the standard would prohibit a Transmission Provider from indicating that a given request violates eligibility requirements for SAMTS consideration (as when a daily service request is associated). The group discussed how to create a distinction between these two contexts. After consulting 001-3.5.4, the group agreed to delete 001-1.4.1. 
001-1.5

The group discussed the relative merits of using either Transmission Customer, or Network Customer; a suggestion was made to use the term Customer. Mr. Wood undertook to research other uses in the standards and report his findings to the subcommittee. 

001-1.6

deleted as superfluous – 1.6.1 takes its place. Discussion that the word “reservation” does not address what happens to requests that do not reach that stage, in other words ones that are rejected. Change made to avoid potential confusion.

001-1.8

Ms. Knox expressed concern that this standard inadequately expressed the underlying intent because it contained a negative requirement. Ms. Rehman suggested wording that was copied onto the work paper; after minor rewording, the group agreed on the modified phraseology. 
001-2.1

Ms. Rehman suggested using the phrase “no gaps in service” in place of “hour-by-hour match” for clarity; the group agreed. Ms. Rehman asked for and received confirmation that “path” meant the entire path of the Coordinated Group, similar to the way path is understood in a tagging context. . 
Mr. Pritchard suggested adding the start-stop time for the entire group. In response to a question, he expressed his concern to be that, without some gap verification, a Transmission Customer could submit a request with the knowledge that it would be denied in order to gain some advantage. He stated that this start-stop time would provide an optional mechanism permitting verification that a request had been entered upon an already constrained path.
The group held further discussion on the intended meaning of the term “gap.” The subcommittee agreed that the intent was to mean both time gaps, and geographic gaps. The group further agreed that contiguity was intended to be satisfied only if continuous time and continuous path requirements were met; the wording was modified to better reflect this understanding. 
001-2.3 

The group discussed the term Concomitant Evaluation. Participants recognized that delays may result because of study requirements. An attendee asked why non-firm and secondary services were able to be bundled; attendees responded that their understanding was that this was a requirement. Mr. Pritchard stated that the concept was that a Coordinated Group provides the benefit of having an extended response time. He added that in exchange for the extension, a higher degree of commitment (preconfirmed) was required if all associated requests were accepted. He clarified that, as conceived, a Transmission Customer may not withdraw, unless some associated request is rejected or counteroffered on capacity (not price). He further explained that the rationale was to mitigate the possibility of capacity hoarding. Mr. Manning stated that preconfirmed was originally to apply only to monthly service, according to the originally-vetted scope. He indicated that he did not support the expanded use of preconfirmed and that he would provide written comments to this effect. 

001-2.7 

This standard was removed after consulting Table 4.2; the need to modify Table 105 was noted on the SAMTS Parking Lot Redline.
001-3.1 

This standard was removed because its content was already covered by a definition.

001-3.2 

Participants discussed the situation in which multiple customers submit Coordinated Requests associated with same Coordinated Group. Some attendees expressed that the implementation of this concept would carry significant complications. The group discussed the level of complexity involved. Mr. Manning expressed interest in being able to link to another Transmission Customer’s existing reservation on another system. 

Mr. Pritchard stated that there was no issue if a link to a reservation was desired because the attestation would cover that situation. He noted that multiple customers submitting requests and attempting to associate them into a Coordinated Group had not yet been addressed. The group understood that FERC had not addressed this possibility. The standard was rewritten to clarify that this multiple customer request situation is permitted; a comment was inserted to revisit the wording. 
001-3.3.2
The subcommittee agreed that the information required by this standard is not required for reservations; rather, an attestation will permit a Transmission Customer to indicate that their reservation meets adequacy requirements. The sole purpose of the standard was understood to be the identification of all the coordinated requests; the wording was adjusted to better indicate this intent. 
4.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The subcommittee agreed to schedule full-day conference calls on March 11, March 22, March 28, April 14, and April 28, 2011. The group noted that separate recommendations would be prepared for the SAMTS and NITS projects. Mr. Wood stated that each of these projects would likely go out for a round of informal industry comments prior to a vote being held to send them out for formal industry comments.
5. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 1:00pm Eastern. 
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