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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  The motion to adopt the agenda passed unanimously.

2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Review of the NITS New Flow beginning with proposed 105.2.13.3
Participants opened the NITS New Flow document; all changes made were captured as redlines on the Revised NITS New Flow.

105.2.13.3
Participants decided that using the phrase “changing the status” in place of “moving” in the first sentence, and in place of “taking the request” in the second sentence would be more accurate. The question was asked whether “SUPERSEDED” should qualify as a valid response. Ms. Otondo and Ms. Rehman concurred that this status does not apply to NITS. After consulting its definition, the group decided to remove “Superseded” from this standard. Table 4A, as referenced in the standard, was highlighted to remind participants of the need to return to this section to verify timing requirements.

105.2.13.3.1
A participant asked what meaning the phrase “positively acknowledged” was intended to impart. Mr. Wood explained that it is intended to require a physical action on the part of the provider. Ms. Rehman asked whether “request for new NITS” could be shortened to “request.” The group agreed to go back and make this change throughout the NITS New Flow document. A note was added to this effect in the Revised NITS Parking Lot. Ms. Otondo volunteered to undertake this work in time for the meeting at PJM Interconnect in early June.

105.3 
Ms. Rehman suggested reworking the title of this section for ease of understanding, but the group decided to leave it as drafted since it matches the OATT wording. The question was asked whether to use the term “Temporary Undesignation” or “Temporary Termination.” Mr. Williamson noted that the industry uses Undesignation but that the OATT uses Termination; he added that, in his opinion, NAESB standards should follow the OATT language. Ms. Otondo suggested adding Termination to the NAESB glossary with a cross-reference to Undesignation. Mr. Saini stated that he preferred to leave the term undefined; Ms. Rehman agreed.  The group decided to footnote Termination to clarify that “Termination of a Network Resource is also known as “Undesignation” of a Network Resource.”

105.3.1 
Mr. True asked whether “must accommodate” meant “must Accept.” The group clarified that the phrase means that the provider “must allow” all such requests to be made. Ms. Rehman suggested deleting the whole standard. Ms. Otondo offered that the standard contemplates all “valid” requests. The phrase “valid” was added to reflect this understanding. Mr. Wood asked whether an application missing an attestation would go to DEFICIENT to allow changes to be made. Mr. Saini and Ms. Rehman expressed a preference to keep the former word “accommodate.” There was consensus that a provider may not deny an undesignation. Mr. Williamson referred participants to OATT 30.3. Ms. Otondo stated that temporary undesignations get bumped to permanent undesignations if the customer does not include an end time in their request. The group shared a level of concern with inadvertent undesignations.
Mr. Wood suggested a different approach for discussion: how to route a request directly from ACCEPTED to CONFIRMED. The group consulted the state table for guidance.
Mr. True suggested using the word “permit” in place of “accommodate” in the proposed standard. Ms. Otondo suggested that the standard employ the phrase “the TP cannot refuse,” rather than placing an affirmative obligation to accept all valid requests. Ms. Bigelow consulted FERC Order No. 890-A at 498. After review, the group confirmed that the references appear only in the Order, not the OATT. The group agreed with Ms. Otondo’s suggestion and the modification was included into the standard.

105.3.2.2 
Ms. Rehman asked whether this standard is required, or, if it is, whether “minimum information” is required to terminate. Ms. Otondo asked whether any discretion is left to the provider in this context. Brief discussion was held and the decision was made that a “request for temporary undesignation must also include a redesignation of the same resource” must be added as a standard. This concept was drafted into 105.3.2.1. 
Ms. Rehman made reference to the applicable portion of the OATT; Ms. Otondo stated that she hesitated to use concomitant in this context because she understands it as one process. Ms. Bigelow agreed because concomitant suggests the selection of an alternate resource. Mr. Wood offered his understanding through use of an example: with a one-year request where an undesignation is made June 1st with end date of June 30th, the undesignation would inform the provider that the ATC becomes valid again and retains all its initial characteristics for the remainder of the year on July 1st. Ms. Otondo asked whether the stop time of the undesignation is automatically the start date of the redesignation; Ms. Rehman stated that this is the mechanism question she was intending to address with her initial comment and OATT reference.
Participants renumbered the above standard to 105.3.1.2 and renumbered 105.3.1 (the “shall not refuse” standard) as 105.3.1.1. Ms. Otondo suggested adding the words “and complete” to “valid request” in this new 105.3.1.1; the change was made.
Ms. Otondo stated that customer requirements should be grouped, following the structure of the submission standards. Participants decided to move the start/stop requirements to 105.3.5.2.1 and 105.3.5.2.2. After reference was made to the OATT, the group added 105.3.5.2.3 to permit the incorporation by reference of previously submitted information, other than the attestation.
The group returned to the 105.3.2.2 question about whether the provider has any discretion to deny a customer’s request for a temporary undesignation. Given the incorporation by reference provision addition (see above), this standard was deleted and appropriate renumbering performed.
Attendees then changed Modification to Service to Temporary Termination in titles and standards, as appropriate.

105.3.4.2
Attendees confirmed that queue time in this context is not competitive, but is left in place to provide consistency with the other template structures. The question was posed whether a temporary undesignation can be declared INVALID. Ms. Rehman stated that it could if a start time was not declared. Ms. Otondo asked whether the need still existed to specify what temporary terminations the TP may mark as invalid. The question was then posed what a provider may reject outright. The group added the information necessary to process the request in 105.3.5.1. Ms. Otondo asked whether, in a situation where temporary request for termination is made (and  two competing short-term firm requests exist), the queue time of the undesignation is important to the release of this ATC. Ms. Rehman stated that such ATC is held in abeyance – meaning the original queue position has never been lost; the right has merely been abandoned for the specified period of time. Ms. Otondo commented that the queue time may be important for others who may want to use the capacity made available during the undesignation period. Mr. Wood offered that invalidation of a redirect situation is similar, because refused redirects have to be resubmitted and their queue time bumped. Mr. Manning stated that the ATC has not yet been released, since it is a temporary situation.

105.3.5.2
Participants removed this standard as redundant because it is commonly understood that upon restart, the end time remains the same as the original underlying request’s end time. Attendees added subsections to 105.5.2. enumerating the requirements needed for requests. After some renumbering, the group reworked 105.3.5.2. to reflect the fact that the stop time for the undesignation simultaneously sets the start time for the redesignation.

105.3.5.3
The question was asked what was meant by “significant change” within this temporary termination context. Mr. True stated that an undesignation itself is a significant change to an existing original request, but wondered what changes to this undesignation request are significant. It was suggested that it meant either a change to the request or to the previously submitted data. Mr. True suggested that, in effect, this describes changes outside the scope of the temporary termination. Mr. Wood asked whether the OATT permits changes to the redesignation; Ms. Otondo replied that it did not. 
Ms. Otondo mentioned the additional issue of how changes to undesignation capacity may disturb the queue for competing requests.  After a comment by Mr. Manning, the group agreed that certain changes, such as those related to variable cost, are administrative, not significant.  The group ultimately decided to leave this section as drafted.

105.3.6
The title of this section was changed to suit the OATT wording.


105.3.7.1 
The attendees agreed that a provider has no discretion once the request is completed. The question was asked whether COMPLETED should be bypassed in favor of going directly to ACCEPTED in this context. Mr. Wood stated that, if implemented, this structure would not permit a request to get from DEFICIENT to ACCEPTED. Nonetheless, there was agreement that the provider actions of completed and accepted are redundant in this context

The group turned to 105.2.5.1and made a clarifying change to indicate that the provider sets the state to completed before subsequent steps are possible.

105.9 
Participants discussed whether time limits should be the same as those for other requests? Attendees agreed that they should before consulting Table 4A to confirm that it makes mention of undesignations. After engaging in a broader discussion of timing requirements, the group agreed to delay commentary on this issue until the informal comment period because the timing table affects more than just this section.

105.4 
The question was asked whether to change the title from Permanent to Indefinite to match the OATT wording.  After consulting the OATT, this change was made both here and throughout the document. An explanatory footnote was also added. 

105.4.2.1 
This substandard was added and 105.4.2.2 was deleted for consistency with the previous section’s changes. 

105.4.3.2 
Mr. Wood stated that DEFICIENT was not available; rather, such a request should go directly to INVALID or ACCEPTED. The group agreed and the relevant change was made. It was noted that COMPLETED was similarly irrelevant in this context. Mr. Wood stated that from REEVALUATE, an application can go directly to ACCEPTED. The group agreed after referring to the NITS Work Table.

105.4.4.1 
Changes were made to this substandard to reflect the discussion and changes made to 105.3.4.1 (see above).

105.4.5.1 
Changes were made to mirror 105.3.5.1 changes (see above). 

105.5.1 
Ms. Otondo offered that OATT Section 31 contains certain relevant requirements. She added that a customer may not know how their load descriptions match up with the PODs in the TSIN registry. Ms. Rehman stated that OATT 29.2 requires a customer to submit its best estimate. Ms. Otondo stated that her organization interprets this provision as a provider’s responsibility. Ms. Rehman agreed that a provider must register the POR/POD. After discussing whether this structure is appropriate in the NITS context, the group agreed to remove any reference to registering the new POR/POD name with TSIN.
Mr. True asked whether this applies to changes such as those to ownership, transfers from a utility to a customer within a BA, or from one customer to another, or, conversely, whether it applied to new load only. Ms. Otondo agreed that this issue needed to be formally addressed at some point. Ms. Rehman offered that aggregation-disaggregation is treated in NITS Section 109.

There was consensus that in Section 105, the applicable changes refer to new load only. Mr. True asked whether new load referred to something newly built, something newly transferred, or both. Ms. Otondo stated that the threshold question is whether transmission is changed. Mr. Wood added that a transfer from one customer to another cannot go under the same application. He clarified by offering the example wherein if customer A requests to transfer all assets to customer B, then two things should occur: 1) the permanent undesignation of network load for customer A; 2) a new application for customer B. Mr. True asked whether customer B retained the same rights as customer A. Ms. Otondo stated that, in her view, if transmission service is not affected, then customer B retains all the original rights. 
New wording added to 105.5.1. Mr. True asked whether this wording is better treated in the initial review section because by the time an evaluation is made, the decision of whether the application was for valid new network load would already have been made. The wording was incorporated into the initial review section. 
Attendees agreed to resume at Section 105.5 at their next meeting before reiterating their goal of having the NITS project go out for formal comment by June 30th, 2010. 
3. Adjourn
The conference call adjourned by consensus at 4:00pm.
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