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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, Mr. True made a motion that it be adopted; the motion 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) Continuing review of informal comments
Participants opened the NITS Master and New NITS Master (with informal comments added) documents for review and comparison. As the group reviewed comments received, changes were made to the NITS Master; these changes were captured on the NITS Master - Redline document. 

101.5.2

The group discussed the TSIN registry at NERC. A question was asked whether the registry, soon to become the EIR registry at NAESB, was comprehensive, and if so, whether it would be appropriate to assign each generator a unique number, rather than a name. Mr. Wood replied that this may interfere with the internal naming processes at various companies in the new construction context. 

101.5.3 
Ms. Knox asked why this standard is included, questioning the direct reference to the 18 CFR Section 37.6 and 37.7. Mr. Wood stated that the intent was to ensure that the presubmittal workspace not be auditable because it is not a fixed document. Ms. Rehman noted that documents do not become auditable until they are submitted; Ms. Knox stated that this was her point. She reiterated that the proposed standard was redundant; the standard was changed to eliminate this redundancy. 
101.5.3.1 
Ms. Bigelow suggested that two processes were contemplated: one working to transfer the information from the workspace to the application, the other serving to erase the information after a defined period of time has lapsed.  

Mr. True asked whether a Customer with multiple applications would have multiple workspaces.  Ms. Rehman stated that the structure is intended to comport with the structure of the OATT by requiring a new application for new NITS customers. Mr. True agreed to some extent, adding that he did not see anything in the wording that limits this to new customers. He stated his understanding that the workspace would apply equally to existing customers in modification of service contexts. The group noted that this workspace is not mandated and could therefore be eliminated from the standards. An attendee stated that it was originally included to assist customers who may not have all data gathered to fill applications out piecemeal. Mr. True asked about the idea of keeping the information intact so that it can be copied into a future application. Mr. Wood and Ms. Rehman agreed that the current concept is that subsequent modifications will simply reference the existing application and not need to redo an application.

101.5.3.2 
Ms. Rehman stated that the intent of this standard had been to link the Provider to the Customer to help ensure that the Customer is making a good faith effort to pursue an application. Mr. Manning asked for and received confirmation that the mechanism for requesting additional time, if needed, is informal. The group reworded the standard after several suggestions by Ms. Bigelow. 
101.5.3.3
Mr. Pritchard suggested that the Customer should be able to remove information at any time; this change was agreed-upon and made. 
101.6 
Ms. Rehman initiated a discussion of the need to incorporate designated agents. After some discussion, reference was made to the OATT definition of eligible customer and designated agent. The group held discussion as to where the designated agent reference should be entered into the standards; after deciding that a general standard was best, new standard 101.2.1 was added to this effect. Participants noted the need to add this term to the glossary. Mr. Pritchard observed that this concept is equally relevant in the PTP arena, stating his preference that the new glossary definition be made to apply to both PTP and NITS. 
101.7 
Mr. Pritchard expressed concern that confusion could result if Pending were defined because Pending connotes an incomplete application waiting for approval. Attendees agreed and selected Presubmitted as a less problematic term; Ms. Bigelow applied this change throughout the standards.  
101.10
Ms. Bigelow expressed a preference to add a section stating that preconfirmation has no effect on priority. Making reference to paragraph 1401 in Order No. 890, Ms. Rehman noted that the context is limited to short-term PTP. She added that WEQ-001 Table 4.3 applied to both, and agreed that preconfirmation priority should be acknowledged in WEQ-001-4.16. She clarified her preference for putting the function into the standards in the affirmative, rather than stating that it does not apply to NITS. Mr. Pritchard stated that since WEQ-001 Table 4.3 is explicit about when preconfirmation has priority, he would object to adding wording to these standards. He clarified that he preferred to let the reference in WEQ-001 Table 4.3 speak for itself. No changes were made to the standards.

101.11
Mr. Pritchard questioned why the standard included a concomitant request containing a preconfirmed PTP component. Expressing agreement, the group drafted 101.10.1 as a response. After some discussion of the proper placement, this concept was moved to Section 106 between 106.2 and 106.3. 
101.12 
Mr. Pritchard suggested grouping references to on-system and off-system separately for clarity.  After some discussion, an attendee questioned whether differentiation should be made between Network Customer-owned generation and purchased power. Ms. Bigelow replied that FERC requires a list of DNRs with certain characteristics. She noted that since purchased power could be slice of system, or even off-system, in order to build this list, it is important to understand what is known and not known from the power purchase agreement.  Mr. Pritchard agreed that the information is used in compiling the FERC list. Attendees expressed their understanding of the need for this section. 
101.12.1 

Mr. Pritchard asked how a Customer would know whether it was using the proper TSIN/EIR name when it was ready to submit its application. Mr. Wood agreed that this could be an issue, citing the new construction scenario when an official name has not yet been assigned. The suggestion was made to add the phrase “prior to commencement of service” as a limitation that would prevent this issue from arising. 
An attendee asked whether the commencement of service would be recorded on OASIS and, if so, whether a flag could prevent tagging an improper name. After discussion, the proposed wording was modified to “prior to scheduling.” Mr. Pritchard suggested dropping everything but the first sentence to avoid any possibility of an incorrect permanent name being added; the change was made. Ms. Rehman stated that, in the current registry, the Provider has to approve the registry name. She stated that this could pose a problem for off-system source name selection and proposed an alternative approach. Mr. Pritchard stated that a mechanism exists to verify that transmission capacity is used properly if a name is registered. He added that if the registered source name is not used, then that ability would be lost. He observed that a Customer needs to provide a name for a DNR, and expressed concern at Providers being asked to verify that the source name used on a reservation is the official registry name. He reiterated his opposition to the use of scheduling as a deadline (as opposed to confirmation). A long discussion without resolution ensued. Renumbering was done; the group agreed that 101.12.2/3 comments had been already addressed. 
As the group moved to Section 102, when appropriate, subcommittee responses to Yes/No comments were included in the comment itself on the New NITS Master (with informal comments added) document.
102.1.3.1 
Mr. Pritchard stated that the term “portions” posed certain problems. The group decided on “submittals” as a better term; an agreement was reached to refer to subparts/subtemplates/portions/templates as simply “submittals” throughout the NITS Master. Changes were made to incorporate DNR/DNL/NSR into this standard for absolute clarity that its scope does not include maps and other information not submitted on OASIS. 
102.2.2

Attendees discussed EPSA’s comment calling for clarification of the distinction between Invalid and Deficient be applied consistently across the board. Ms. Rehman observed that there is a bright-line test in 102.3.2 for Invalid and Deficient. She noted that whether an application meets the Provider’s posted business practice requirements is the threshold question. Participants opened the NITS Master document to 105.2.2.1, where these practices are mentioned. Mr. Wood stated that all references to posted business practices should have been removed already; a note was written to make this global change. Ms. Rehman stated that the reasoning behind this concept had been to acknowledge that a validity check may differ greatly from Provider to Provider. Mr. Pritchard agreed, adding that FERC does not require uniformity on validity checks. Responsive comments were added to EPSA’s comment.  

102.3.1 
After brief discussion, Entergy’s proposed change was made.

102.3.2 
Ms. Rehman asked whether there was a disconnect between the application being invalid overall and the 104.1 wording that states that the “portions not deemed invalid.” The group agreed that this was an issue. Discussion was held whether this section was drafted to apply to submittals or the overall application. There was recognition that this issue related to EPSA’s comment. Ms. Rehman observed that a validity check can be automated, whereas a sufficiency/deficiency check cannot.
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The group suspended discussion with Section 102.4.1, to resume on the 30th of August. 

4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:07 pm. 

5.
Attendance

	First Name
	Last Name
	Organization

	Daryn
	Barker
	E.On US Services

	Christina
	Bigelow
	Entergy

	Ernie
	Cardone
	NYISO

	Yvonne
	Coleman
	BPA

	James
	Culliton
	NAESB

	Carla
	Javornik
	Tri-State G & T

	Josh
	Jenkins
	Southern Company

	Marie
	Knox
	Midwest ISO

	Pete
	Lee
	BPA

	James
	Manning
	NCEMC

	Rae
	McQuade
	NAESB

	Marcie
	Otondo
	APS

	Gail 
	Parker
	Midwest ISO – Duke IE

	Alan
	Pritchard
	Duke Energy

	Barbara
	Rehman
	BPA

	Roy
	True
	ACES Power Marketing

	Jimmy
	Womack
	SPP

	JT
	Wood
	Southern Company
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