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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed participants to the meeting. After attendees introduced themselves in person and over the phone, Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance. After the review of draft meeting minutes was deleted from the draft agenda, the motion that the revised agenda be adopted 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
Mr. Wood opened the NITS Informal Comments - Redlined document and led the subcommittee through a review of its contents, beginning with the footnotes under Table 105-A. During the course of this review, numerous edits and comments were added to the NITS Informal Comments Redline document. In addition, issues for further discussion were added to the Parking Lot Redline work paper. 
The group discussed whether to include a time limit on remedying deficiencies. After the subcommittee verified that DNR/DNL/NSR all have a state of completed, the group added “QUEUED or COMPLETED, whichever is later” to first footnote. After further discussion, the entry was modified to simply “COMPLETED.” The group also agreed to remove “Consistent with regulations and filed tariffs” since the phrase was redundant. 
Regarding footnote 3, an attendee asked whether pre-emption was appropriate in the NITS context.  After discussing the deadlines associated with this situation, the group consulted WEQ-001-4.16 to confirm that there is no Tier 3 competition. Noting that Tiers 1 and 2 have no right of first refusal, the phrase was eliminated. 
Mr. Pritchard observed that 13.8 of the pro-forma OATT addresses firm service, while 13.6 addresses non-firm; he asked whether any attendees had found anything in the OATT that sets a scheduling deadline for network service. No attendees had found such a reference. The group discussed whether the Commission intended scheduling timelines for network, noting that at a minimum, the standards should refer to the Transmission Provider’s business practices. 
105.2 

In the second bullet of the OATI comments, the group discussed the linkage between NSRs and DNRs; the understanding was shared that the Transmission Provider would establish this relationship. Discussion was also held relating to the mechanical linkage between queue times and requests. The group was asked, in a context wherein a DNR is first submitted, then an NSR submitted two weeks later, how could the DNR be evaluated without an evaluation of the NSR. The subcommittee recognized the need to coordinate the queuing and evaluation of DNRs and NSRs; Mr. Wood added a placeholder to this effect in the NITS Master Redline work paper. 

105.2.1.1
Mr. Pritchard expressed support for the simultaneous submission of concomitant requests and other non-NITS Application functions. The group consulted the pre-submittal workspace definition, which does contemplate use for NITS modifications of service. Mr. Wood added a comment stating that the issue had been resolved through the definition of pre-submittal workspace (i.e. that upload functionality would be available for NITS modifications of service). 

Minor changes were made to 001-105.2.1.2, 001-105.2.1.3, 001-105.2.2.1, and 001-105.2.3.1. 
105.2.3.2 
The group discussed whether to use the phrase “unique identifiers” because it was used in some contexts and not others. The group understood that the reason this was included in this section related to the desire to emphasize that a Transmission Customer could have the functionality to copy information from an invalidated request into a new request’s pre-submittal workspace. 
105.2.4.2
The reference to attestation was changed to properly reflect the authority that requires it. In discussing the NCEMC comment, the group reviewed FERC Order No. 890-B at Paragraphs 179, 182, and 183 as well as Sections 30.2 and 29.2viii. There was consensus recognition that an attestation is either required at the time of request or the time of confirmation. Reference was made to Motion 50: 

Consistent with the Commission’s ruling in Order 890-B paragraphs 182 and 183, in the NAESB standards the DNR attestation will be required to be submitted upon submission of the request to designate a new network resource.
Several attendees expressed concern that Transmission Providers interpret the requirement differently than the subcommittee has in Motion 50. 
Minor changes were made to 001-105.2.4.3, 001-105.2.4.5.3, 001-105.2.4.6, and 001-105.2.6.1.
105.2.9.1 
The subcommittee discussed the fact that it was unclear whether a DNR was a request for transmission capacity, or is it a request for a DNR. The group discussed the difference between DNRs and NSRs in terms of what each described. It was evident that a DNR does not necessarily describe a path, whereas an NSR does. 
Changes were made to 001-105.2.10.1 and 001-105.2.12.
105.2.12.1.3 
After discussion, the group decided to keep the keep the phrase “over time” in reference to capacity requested because the capacity profile will vary over time. Ms. Rehman stated that the standing FERC requirement suggests that if more capacity is requested, then it would be considered a new request. The standard was left as drafted. 
105.2.13.3 
After noting that this standard repeated the substance of 001-105.2.12.1.2, attendees decided to delete it and its associated sub-standards. The group agreed to numerous edits and added a note to make corresponding changes to all customer action sections. 
105.3 

The suggestion was made to rename termination as “undesignation.” Reference was made to the footnote that makes the connection between the two terms, one of which is commonly used and the other of which is the official term in the OATT. The group also noted the lack of apparent clarity between temporary terminations and indefinite terminations.  

Mr. Pritchard suggested changing the structure to create a section called termination, followed by subsections for temporary and indefinite; the group also agreed to define these terms.  The introductory section was reworked to direct/distinguish between temporary and indefinite contexts. The group also agreed to move the section addressing the restriction on Transmission Provider’s refusal of a COMPLETED request to the new section so that it applies equally to temporary and indefinite terminations.
Regarding the NCEMC comment, participants agreed that “valid and complete” was a reference to the need for valid values to be entered in the request and an attestation to accompany the termination. 

In discussing attestations, the group consulted 30.3 to confirm that an attestation is required upon redesignation.

Minor changes were made to 001-105.3.3.1.1, 001-105.3.3.1, and 001-105.3.4.2. 
105.3.5.2.1 
The group discussed whether the attestation would be free form or whether it would be in the form of a checkbox. The group decided that it should likely be a checkbox. Attendees discussed the issue of whether an attestation required a physical signature discussion in order to be valid. 
Discussion was held relating to the term “redesignation;” there was recognition that “redesignation” refers to the time period when the customer resumes the original service originally designated, not what the customer does with the resource during the period of undesignation. The subcommittee agreed to clarifying changes.
105.3.5.2.2 
The subcommittee noted numerous answers to questions on the workpaper. 
105.3.5.5.3 
The group discussed what constituted a significant change. The group was informed that that the 102.4.4.3 structure would correspond to this section. 
The subcommittee chose to leave this information in the status table and not spell out the various options available after deficient; a note was added to this effect. Ms. Rehman reminded the group that WEQ-013 status definitions needed to match up to those expressed here in WEQ-001.

105.3.9.1 
After some discussion, the group agreed to move these provisions to the Section 105 general requirements; 001-105.1.2 was added to this effect. 
In response to bullet four of the OATI comments (dealing with release of excess ATC) the group recognized that release of capacity back to the system is currently unaddressed in the standards; a note was added that this situation was addressed in the MOD standards. 
Mr. Wood informed the subcommittee that he had done the following on its behalf: 1) changed modification to service to modification of service; 2) changed network integration transmission service to NITS throughout the standards; 3) fixed various plural/singular issues and formatting problems; 4) renumbering. 
The group opened the draft versions of 001-102.1.2.1.1 and 001-102.1.2.2.1, as drafted by Mr. Wood, and make minor edits.
Mr. Wood replaced all instances of posted Transmission Provider business practices to the appropriate wording. 

Regarding NSRs, the INVALID definition for NSRs was changed to express the idea that if the NSR is used, then the Transmission Provider should specify the minimum requirements according to WEQ-013.
Mr. Wood undertook to rewrite the DNL section for the next meeting. 
3.
Wrap-up & plan for next meeting
The subcommittee scheduled seven additional meetings during 3Q and 4Q 2011 and reviewed assignments for the next meeting.  
4. 
Adjourn
The meeting adjourned at 12:00pm Central. 
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