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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
NAESB Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ) OASIS Subcommittee and Posting for Interested Parties

FROM: 
Deonne Cunningham, NAESB Staff Attorney
RE:
WEQ OASIS Subcommittee (OS) Meeting Final Minutes – September 29-30, October 1, 2009
DATE:

October 16, 2009
NORTH AMERICAN ENERGY STANDARDS BOARD
WHOLESALE ELECTRIC QUADRANT

OASIS Subcommittee Meeting
Hosted by Bonneville Power Administration in Portland, Oregon
September 29, 2009 – 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM Pacific

September 30, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Pacific

October 1, 2009 – 9:00 AM to 4:00 PM Pacific
FINAL MINUTES
1. Administrative
Mr. Wood welcomed the participants to the meeting.  Ms. Cunningham gave the antitrust guidelines.  The participants introduced themselves on the phone and in the room.  The group reviewed, discussed and made modifications the agenda.  Ms. Otondo moved to adopt the agenda as revised.  The agenda was unanimously adopted as revised.  
2. 2009 Annual Plan Item 2.a.i.1 through 2.a.i.8 and 3.a.i, Network Service on OASIS
· Discussion on NITS Parking Lot document (as revised September 1, 2009)
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the NITS Parking Lot document (revised September 1, 2009).  The group specifically discussed whether designated network resource (DNR) request should or should not require a transmission capacity allocation (TCA).  Ms. Otondo expressed her concern with drafting NAESB business practice standards that would standardize transmission systems.  She noted that every DNR needs Available Transmission Capacity (ATC) but ATC could be used for multiple DNRs.  Ms. Rehman stated that TCA is optional unless it is specified on a designated path or interface.  She questioned how many Transmission Providers will use TCA in addition to DNRs and preferred that the use of TCA is optional in the proposed business practice standards.  Mr. Pritchard disagreed with Ms. Rehman’s assessment and noted that TCA is not optional.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to this issue.  Ultimately, the group agreed to the following consensus statement: NAESB Standards will require the TP to post a Business Practice specifying whether the TCA shall be submitted by either the (a) Transmission Customer (TC) will allow the TP to submit the confirmed TCA related to a TC-submitted DNR.
Mr. Pritchard noted that the subcommittee will need to make provisions for subsequent requests that do not have DNRs associated with them.  He suggested the following: DNRs that require an Available Transmission Capacity- TCA is required and will have the same queue time of that DNR submittal.  The group agreed and modified the document accordingly.  With respect to Transmission Allocation Capacity requests, Mr. Pritchard noted that network loads may or may not require transmission capacity.  After further discussion, the group determined that TCAs are not required for DNLs.  Mr. Pritchard questioned whether the TCA term needed to be the same as the DNR term.  The group agreed to discuss this issue in conjunction with the review of the Rollover Rights of Designated Network Resources issue.  
Next, Ms. Rehman made the following motion (Motion 42): DNR and TCA information will be provided for under the same template.  DNR and TCA specific data elements will be optional use.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates the motion.  After review of the NITS Parking document, it was determined that the group had reached consensus on this issue during the July 7-9, 2009 meeting.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the NAESB business practices standards will have three subtemplates.  However, the NAESB business practices will not address implementation of GUI display.  He provided the following example: This requirement does not preclude TC implementation and when made from a customer’s perspective, would make the DNR and TCA request appear as one request. Motion 42 was withdrawn. 
Next, the group discussed how much of the existing (current OATT Part III service vs grandfathered contracts) network agreements is required to be posted on OASIS.  Mr. Pritchard stated that the discussion on this item should be deferred until after the template discussion.  

The group subsequently reviewed and addressed the following: Forecast Issues: DNR extension or forecast template.  Ms. Otondo questioned whether NAESB should define whether a Network Integrated Transmission Service Agreement (NITSA) will have a DNR extension or forecast template and if it will have Rollover Rights.  After further discussion, the group determined the following consensus: It is agreed that Network Customer network service agreements of 5 yrs or longer have rollover rights in accordance with section 2.2 of OATT, pursuant to paragraph 645
 of Order 890 A and paragraph 148
 of Order 890 B.  Ms. Bigelow stated that citations to paragraphs 645 of FERC Order No. 890-A and paragraph 148 of Order No. 890-B be included as a reference within the document.  The group agreed and the document was modified accordingly.
Next, the group reviewed and began discussion as it relates to the Rollover Rights issues as documented in the Rollover Rights of the Designated Network Resources document (submitted by Mr. Pritchard).  With respect to Item B
 of NITSA and Five-Year term requirement section, the group agreed to the following consensus:  NAESB Business Practices for NITS rollover will utilize PTP rollover terminology to accommodate to term limit transition issues.  As it relates to Item C
 of the NITSA and Five-Year term requirement section, the group determined the following consensus:  Retail native load discussion is out of scope for NAESB Business Practices.  The same consensus was determined for Item D
.
As it relates to Notice Obligations of Section 2.2, Mr. Wood questioned whether NAESB wanted to address Rollover for DNRs.  Ms. Bigelow cited paragraph 656 of FERC Order No. 890-B and noted that FERC specifically states that DNRs can be rolled over.  The group added the following to the NITS Parking Lot document: NAESB Business Practices will not address how to rollover DNRs but will provide for posting DNR rollover/renewal information for TP optional use.  Mr. Pritchard noted that the TP shall in a business practice identify how the underlying subtemplate (DNR/DNL/TCA, etc) records are updated to reflect the new STOP times (for those record STOP times consistent with the STOP time of the NITSA) and any other template field as required by the TP.  The group agreed and it NITS Parking Lot document was modified accordingly.  In regards to Item A
, the group agreed to the following consensus: FERC says Yes with regards to NITSA.  In Item A1
, Ms. Bigelow noted that this item is a contractual issue and NAESB should not address this requirement.  She further noted that “null” will be a valid value for use at the TP option.  
For Item B
, the group developed the following consensus:  For DNRs that lack terms today: “Null” will be the valid value for STOP time for use at TP’s option.  If the NITSA is an evergreen amendment, the DNR STOP time will be less than or equal to the STOP time of the NITSA.  The consensus statement was applied throughout the Rollover Rights document.  With respect to Item C, the group agreed to the following consensus:  When there is renewal of the NITSA, the TCA STOP time will be less than or equal to the NITSA STOP time.  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to a template for NITSA with respect to rollovers.
Ms. Otondo made the following motion (Motion 43): “The NAESB Business Practice Standards will include an update mechanism or “agreement template” for the NITSA (umbrella template) to accommodate rollovers and include business practices for usage of that mechanism (technical requirements).  For this Annual Plan Item, the Business Practices will not go into any further detail regarding rollover of network service.”  The group held extensive discussion as it relates to the motion.  With a simple majority vote, the motion passed unanimously.  The revised Motion document is available for review via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis092909a3.doc.
· Begin Discussion on the Recommendation of NITS (as provided by JT Wood)
The group reviewed and held discussion as it relates to the NITS recommendation (as submitted by Mr. Wood).  After extensive discussion, the group agreed that the recommendation would be posted for an informal comment period and reviewed during the October 15, 2009 meeting.  Mr. Wood noted that the informal comment period would end October 14, 2009.  The request for informal comment is available for review via the following link: http://www.naesb.org/pdf4/weq_oasis100109reqcom.doc.
3. Discuss Possible Schedule for 2010 WEQ OASIS Meetings
The discussion of the possible schedule for the 2010 WEQ OASIS Subcommittee meetings was deferred to the October 15, 2009 meeting.  
4. Schedule of Upcoming Meetings
· October 28-29, 2009, hosted by Dominion Resources, Richmond, Virginia
· December 1-3, 2009, hosted by Entergy, New Orleans, Louisiana
5. Adjourn
Ms. Otondo moved to adjourn the meeting.  The meeting adjourned 1:24p.m. Pacific on October 1, 2009.
6. Attendance
	Name
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	Marcie Otondo 
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	Entergy
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	Narinder Saini
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	Marie Knox
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	In Person

	Gail Parker
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE
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	Tony Hunziker 
	Midwest ISO/Duke IE
	Phone
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	Phone

	Deonne Cunningham
	NAESB
	Phone
	Phone
	Phone

	Richard Bishop
	PacifiCorp
	In Person
	In Person
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	Cathy Wesley
	PJM
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Michelle Greening
	PPL Energy Plus, LLC
	Phone
	Phone
	

	JT Wood
	Southern Company
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Jeff Rooker
	SPP
	In Person
	In Person
	In Person

	Jennifer Key
	Steptoe & Johnson, LLP
	
	Phone
	Phone


� FERC Order No. 890-A, ¶645 reads as follows: Similarly, it is the length of a network customer’s network service agreement, not the length of the power contract supporting a network resource designation, that determines whether the customer is eligible for rollover. Thus, the availability of five-year power contracts is not determinative of the ability of transmission customers to obtain rollover rights.


� FERC Order No. 890-B, ¶148 reads as follows: The Commission affirms the determination in Order No. 890-A that the length of a network customer’s network service agreement, not the length of a power contract supporting a network service agreement, determines whether the network customer is eligible for rollover rights.  A network customer’s eligibility for rollover rights is distinct from its ability to rollover a particular resource designation. In order for a network customer to qualify for rollover rights, it must have a network service agreement that satisfies the minimum term necessary for rollover rights. The network customer may then continue to designate and undesignate resources pursuant to that service agreement, subject to the availability of adequate transmission capability to accommodate the request.


[The footnotes listed are unedited and were copied in their entirety from the Rollover Rights of the Designated Network Resources document (revised October 1, 2009)� Item B: If a NITSA has an initial term of five (or more) years with annual automatic renewals and the customer is already in the automatic annual renewal stage, does the NITSA have to be amended prior to the first annual renewal after revised Section 2.2 took effect to change the automatic renewal to five-year terms in order to preserve rollover rights?


� Item C: Does retail native load have the equivalent of an infinite-term NITSA?


� Item D: PTP customer can compete with a DNR being rolled over to a new long-term DNR?


� Item A: Do Network Customers have to provide one-year notice of intent to rollover an expiring NITSA?





� Item A1: If a NITSA is evergreen, such that a customer must take a proactive step to terminate the NITSA (and if the step not taken, the renewal is automatic) does notice ever have to be provided? 


� Item B: For DNRs that lack terms today, will NAESB insist that an End Date be included when existing DNRs are entered into OASIS?  
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