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FINAL MINUTES
1. Welcome
Mr. Wood welcomed attendees to the meeting and the participants introduced themselves over the telephone. Mr. Culliton provided antitrust guidance before the group reviewed the draft agenda.  After a motion from Ms. Otondo, 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
Ms. Bigelow opened the Table that had been refined offline by Mr. True per the subcommittee’s direction. After Mr. True summarized his modifications, the group confirmed that the Table will enter the draft NITS standards as an appendix.
a) Proposed WEQ-001 Section 108 
Ms. Bigelow opened the latest working version of the draft NITS standards to Section 108 for discussion and editing. The group agreed to entertain a conceptual discussion of rollover rights and renewals.

Ms. Rehman shared her understanding that that an executed agreement has renewal rights. Ms. Otondo agreed, with the additional requirement that the agreement be for five or more years.  

There was a level of uncertainty as to what rollover rights were precisely. Ms. Rehman shared that at her organization, a signed hard copy legal document sets the term of service. 
Ms. Bigelow asked whether only the original agreement that has rollover rights, or whether subsequent changes also do. She stated that she wanted to accommodate confirmed reservations, not just the original hard document. Ms. Otondo refered to a decision the subcommittee had reached at a meeting in Portland. She recalled that FERC had not mandated a specific way to manage rollovers and stated that two questions were presented: 1) should a rollover template be provided on OASIS (she suggested that it not be); and, 2) should the transaction type of renewal be permitted on OASIS.
Mr. Wood agreed that renewal should be a transaction type, but he characterized the understood question as being whether this type should be tied to every subtemplate or tied to the overall application. He agreed that a rollover right template (as in PTP) was not necessary. 
Ms. Rehman also agreed with Ms. Otondo regarding the renewal transaction type, but disagreed as to the necessity of a rollover right template. She stated that a template could be designed that offers a Provider applicability options (ie rollover right applies to a contract, to the whole application, and/or to a particular DNR). 
Mr. Pritchard noted that FERC may require this rollover to be posted. He stated that rollovers needed to be addressed, at least with respect to rollovers for ATC. He further suggested that ATC impacts seem to require some sort of template for postings.

Ms. Otondo stated that current draft standards do not require posting of ATC impacts for the term of the agreement. She expressed uneasiness at setting policy in this direction, absent specific NERC/FERC guidance.
Ms. Rehman asked Ms. Otondo whether a template posting the nature and applicability of rollover rights would be easy for the Provider to post, since the Provider already has this information; Ms. Otondo disagreed that this template would be easy to populate. 
Ms. Wesley stated that her organization would support a rollover right template because it would increase transparency by permitting their customers to see what rollover rights they possess. She added that her organization was currently crafting a template and offered to present a draft for review.
Mr. Pritchard asked Ms. Otondo whether NAESB had ATC posting requirements. Ms. Otondo responded that OATT 37.6 does require ATC impacts to be posted, but the NAESB standards as written do not. Mr. Pritchard observed that, since FERC requires network service to be included in the ATC calculation, it would be confusing to not have PTP and Network ATC impacts  broken out separately. 

Mr. Wood stated that Section 108 applied only to rollover rights, not ATC specifically; he cited Motion 43, Parking Lot consensus from the Portland meeting, and Mr. Pritchard’s white paper on this issue. Ms. Rehman reiterated her support for the posting of the rollover rights. 
Ms. Otondo observed that three decisions were now at hand: 1) what are rollover rights and should they be posted; 2) what is the mechanism for renewals should it be posted; and, 3) should ATC impacts be posted.
Mr. Wood stated that the first two issues belong in Section 108, whereas the third should be addressed elsewhere. 
Mr. Wood suggested to begin crafting wording for the rollover rights applicable to the umbrella agreement. The question was asked whether sub-mechanisms (such as DNR scheduling rights) should be left generic or specifically addressed. Ms. Otondo noted that, since the master template for application has a start and stop time, the template could be similar, but with extended dates for the master rollover template  She asked whether the addition of data fields into existing templates would accomplish the same result. Ms. Otondo expressed her understanding that the underlying goal was making rollover rights available for a query. 
Ms. Rehman stated that using existing templates with added data fields would not address her organization’s needs; she restated her support for a stand-alone template like the one in existence for PTP. Through discussion, the group recognized that there was not a blanket rollover right approach used by all Providers, for example, some may have to calculate ROR for each path. 

Mr. Wood asked the group to consider the nature of the two terms at issue. He stated his understanding that renewal is a Customer-generated request to exercise their rollover rights; he added that once this request is made, the Provider takes it and does something to it  (such as conducting a study) prior to granting it. He concluded that once a Customer agrees to any changes the Provider makes, a renewal request is formed. He contrasted rollover as a Provider-oriented and structured item – information that a Provider provides for transparency. He stated that whether or not rollover capability should be displayed within each template (DNR/DNL etc) was the salient question. A definition of renewal and rollover rights was added to the NITS Parking Lot list of consensus items reached. 

Further discussion of this topic was added to the Parking Lot as options the subcommittee has before it.

Ms. Rehman made Motion 62, captured on the NITS Motions document:

NAESB Business Practice Standards will include an optional update mechanism for the NITSA, in addition to the mechanism approved in Motion 43, to accommodate renewal and include NAESB Business Practices for use of the mechanism (technical requirements).  

Ms. Otondo called a point of order, asking whether Motion 62 contradicted previously-approved Motion 43. Ms. Rehman stated that was not her intent, pointing to the phrase “in addition to the mechanism approved in motion 43” to support her position.  Ms. Otondo suggested as a friendly amendment that “for NITS application” be included after the word “mechanism;” this suggestion was accepted by Ms. Rehman. Ms. Bigelow expressed her understanding that Motion 43 reached the application plus everything else underneath it. Mr. Wood stated that he read Motion 43 as stating that the overall application can get extended, but no underlying terms change. Ms. Rehman confirmed that for PTP, renewal under 2.2 is the renewal of the service agreement. Mr. Wood stated that this refers to the whole reservation, which includes the service agreement (included because of the need for studies). Ms. Rehman stated that she supported the availability of an on-OASIS mechanism to display when there was 2.2 competition for a service agreement. 

Ms. Knox suggested an amendment to remove any mention of Motion 43 from Motion 62. Ms. Rehman stated that the reference was included to prevent interpretation that it countermanded Motion 43. She left it to Ms. Otondo to decide whether the reference should remain, since she had made Motion 43. Ms. Otondo, then Ms. Rehman rejected Ms. Knox’s friendly amendment.
In response to a question, Mr. Wood explained that the umbrella agreement circumscribes everything displayed on OASIS, whereas the NITSA is the written document that captures all information. Ms. Rehman noted that terms and conditions may be included in the NITSA that are not included in the “umbrella agreement”/application. She added that she was trying to deal with the questions of whether or not the NITS application is subject to competition, and whether or not the piece parts should be required under 2.2. 
Ms. Knox called the question of whether or not to vote on Motion 62. With 4 in favor and 3 against, the group decided to vote on Motion 62 without further discussion. In the subsequent vote, Motion 62 failed, with 2 in favor and 5 against. 

Discussion continued as to whether the agreement or the underlying DNR/DNL is subject to FERC’s competition requirements. 
Mr. Wood suggested leaving the NAESB standards silent to allow each Provider to interpret whether competition applies to piece parts or the agreement. Ms. Rehman asked how a Provider would inform a potential customer what they may compete against. Mr. Wood replied that queue order and conditionalities accomplish this. He added that a flag is required by NAESB standards for such competition, so if a competition gets flagged, cost or MW competition for short term can occur; he made reference to WEQ 013.2.4.2. He suggested treating NITSA renewals the same way. 

Ms. Bigelow made Motion 63: 

Transmission Providers will set forth their practices for application of Section 2.2 of the OATT to NITS Service in their business practices.  The NAESB standards will remain silent on the issue.

Ms. Otondo suggested adding “other than requiring the competition flag to be set” at the end of the motion. Ms. Bigelow accepted the friendly amendment after adding “similar to 013.2.4.2.” Mr. Wood mentioned references in WEQ 002.4.3.6.3; this cite was also added to the motion. A vote was taken on Motion 63: with 6 in favor, none opposed and 5 abstentions, the motion carried. 

Ms. Rehman noted that the transfer issue contains many of the same issues; the group made a list of issues for transfers on the Parking Lot. The question was asked whether one can partially transfer in the NITS context. The group consulted its previous decisions, then entered certain issues and options onto the Parking Lot. 
A brief discussion was held relating to disaggregation and aggregation. Mr. McGovern expressed his view that the NAESB standards should not remain silent on these issues. He strongly preferred wording to be included to the effect that Customers should be able to disaggregate without losing their transmission service rights. He also stated that he does not view the Provider as having the unilateral right to make this decision. The group agreed that a decision needed to be reached on this issue at the following meeting. 
The meeting adjourned by consensus at 4:03pm Central. 
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