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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome 
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves in person and over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  After several minor modifications were made, the motion to adopt the revised 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
Ms. Otondo opened the Request for a New Network Scheduling Rights document. Mr. Wood stated that his draft was intended to follow decisions made at the previous meeting in keeping with existing structures. Throughout the subcommittee’s review and discussion of this document, changes were captured on the Request for a New Network Scheduling Rights as revised 5-27-2010 work paper; all changes were subsequently copied into the NITS WEQ-001 Requirements work paper. 
Ms. Otondo asked a conceptual question: whether the NSR template was mandatory. Ms. Rehman stated that, as written, nothing was included to indicate that it was optional. Mr. Wood asked how one would address scheduled capacity across paths without a reservation to schedule against. Ms. Rehman replied that a solution was still under development, but that tags might provide some assistance. Ms. Otondo stated that posting system data or scheduling rights could be a solution. After some further discussion, the group decided that the NSR templates would be made expressly optional. 

The co-chairs noted that two questions were under discussion: 1) does a request have to be submitted? (105.7.1); and, 2) does this right have to be posted on oasis (105.7.2)? Ms. Otondo observed that federal statutes and the OATT already require such information to be posted to a business practice; the group decided to leave the standards as drafted. 
After agreeing that an attestation was not required, 105.7.4.2 was eliminated before renumbering was done. 
Regarding 105.7.8.1, Mr. True asked when the request would be queued. He noted that the draft seemed to imply that response time would vary depending on how long the Transmission Provider took to move the request to completed (i.e. to clear up the deficiency), adding that this would structurally permit a Transmission Provider to “time out” a given request. Ms. Otondo agreed that a disconnect seemed to exist, adding that the PTP process, from which the NITS process was developed, did not contain a deficiency process. 
Regarding 105.8, Mr. Wood stated that sometimes capacity is not needed, noting that this would provide another option to release the scheduling rights. He illustrated the difference between this context and the DNR context. The group recognized that the release of scheduling rights could only occur if there were a change in a resource or a load. The group agreed to add 105.7.3 before discussing further. There was recognition that different Transmission Providers deal differently with the issue. Question of who manages the release of scheduling rights. The group agreed that the rights should be released to the market as non-firm, rather than firm before confirming that counteroffer was inapplicable in this setting. 
While discussing 105.8.4.1, which requires Transmission Providers to accept temporary undesignations, the subcommittee was asked whether this requirement should continue. After discussion, the group agreed that it should not because unlike the DNR context, the Commission had not established any such requirement in this setting. The group acknowledged that the confusion stemmed from the fact that this section was drafted using the DNR standards as a basic structure.  
Attendees confirmed that, in 105.8.1, the submission of temporary termination would follow the same process as any other request. 
During the discussion of 105.8.2, the group decided to delete entire deficiency section dealing with request for new NSRs.

The group reviewed the available states of decline, refuse, counteroffer, and accepted. Ms. Otondo asked for and received confirmation that if a Transmission Customer were to fail to attach an NSR to an eligible DNR, then that NSR would have been invalidated earlier in the process. Several standards were renumbered. 

After consulting the March 2, 2010 meeting minutes at page, 4 paragraph 4, the subcommittee determined to reverse its decision made that day and reinsert completed back in as an option for the sake of consistency with other provisions. Numerous conforming changes were made throughout the standards.

An extensive session was held to edit the document for grammar and precision. 
An attendee, making reference to 105.7.9.1, asked when the study of an NSR would begin. Ms. Rehman made reference to 001-13.1.3, then to 18 CFR 37.6.h. The group agreed that queue time would be the trigger; changes were made to the standards to indicate that this was the case, rather than the move to completed being the trigger; there was recognition that this would require a study to begin at the submittal of a request.
After a lengthy discussion concerning the definition of NSR, Mr. Wood undertook to draft a definition offline for the subcommittee’s review. 
The subcommittee began discussion 105.10. Ms. Otondo opened the Request for a New Network Service from Non-Designation Resource work paper. Throughout the review and discussion of this work paper, numerous modifications were captured on the Request for a New Network Service from Non-Designation Resource work paper. After some discussion, the subcommittee agreed to label the section “secondary network.” The co-chairs agreed to add a footnote (“network service from non-designated resources”) to explain what secondary network meant. The group imported NSR wording and structure before making appropriate modifications. 
The subcommittee discussed whether a mechanism to release secondary network existed; after some exchanges, the group understood that there was not. Several attendees expressed support for a way to release secondary network back into the market (i.e. a temporary termination of secondary network). Mr. Lee noted that this could prove similar to the relinquish context in PTP, adding that in this context there would be no “parent” associated with it. The subcommittee added 105.9.1 and 105.9.2 to put words to its consensus. 
After a question by Mr. True revealed that a Transmission Provider’s refusal could leave a Transmission Customer without another option for network service, 105.9.3.1 was included. The group was unanimous in agreeing that a Transmission Provider should not have any discretion to refuse, provided that the required data requirements were met. 
The group opened discussion on concomitant requests. Reference was made to Motion 36 on the NITS Motions document. Reference was also made to the NITS Parking Lot; numerous ideas and comments were captured on the 
NITS Parking Lot - Revised document. 
The group agreed to accommodate counteroffers in this context. In response to a question, Mr. Wood stated that in order to accomplish anything, a resource must first be undesignated. Ms. Rehman added that the functionality would likely be useful to either sell capacity or buy capacity to serve one’s own load. 

An attendee asked for clarification of whether a concomitant request was intended or a concomitant evaluation was intended. The attendee also asked whether acceptance of one request would be dependent upon acceptance of the other. Ms. Rehman suggested looking to the Annual Plan for guidance; the group consulted WEQ Annual Plan Item No. 2(a)(i)(8)(10). The group also reviewed the NAESB FERC Order No. 890 work plan (at http://naesb.org/weq/weq_order890.asp ), FERC Order No. 890 at paragraph 1541, and FERC Order No. 890B at paragraphs 188 and 189. Mr. Lee noted that concomitant request seemed to include a concomitant evaluation as well; Ms. Rehman noted that paragraph 1541 required “evaluated as a single request.”
Regarding clustering, Ms. Bigelow noted that she did not interpret a requirement to be on the same path, rather just close in time. She further stated that clustering and concomitant evaluation appeared to be the same thing. Several attendees stated their understanding that the same interconnect would be involved in a concomitant setting; she noted that it seemed likely that concomitant would apply to short-term settings, whereas clustering would apply to long-term settings. 

Numerous other attendees shared how their organizations currently dealt with these situations. The various ways were compared and discussed at length. Numerous ideas were captured in the Parking Lot. Ms. Otondo stated that the simplest mechanism would be to have the Transmission Customer set a flag to indicate a concomitant evaluation was requested, and provide the A-ref numbers. She noted that the Commission’s evaluation as a single request wording was very clear. An extensive discussion was held relating to various implementation strategies that could be developed. The group decided to create a new Section 106. Mr. True asked for confirmation that this new concomitant section did not address multiple systems; the group confirmed that this section was intended to address a single system. 
The group began discussion of the annual updates. The suggestion was made to add the topic to the Section 104 administrative changes section. Some attendees were in favor of this idea, while others were of the opinion that it would be better included in a planning section. The group decided to create a new Section 107 as a compromise. Ms. Bigelow expressed concern over the “timely written notice of material changes” wording; she suggested defining what this meant and clarifying whether it was able to be done on OASIS or in writing.
The group opened the NITS Working Document Chart of 001 Standards Needed chart and confirmed that the titles accurately reflected changes made during the meeting; numerous edits were made, all of which were captured on the NITS Working Document Chart of 001 Standards Needed work paper.  
3. Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:05pm. 
4. Attendees
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