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RECOMMENDATION TO NAESB EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE


For Quadrant:
Wholesale Electric Quadrant

  
Requesters:
ESS/ITS

Request Number:
R04035 & R05002

Request Title:
Request to Modify Standards & Revision of Redirect Standards 9 and 10

1.  RECOMMENDED ACTION:
EFFECT OF EC VOTE TO ACCEPT RECOMMENDED ACTION:
___
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_X_
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___
Decline
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___
Initiation 
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Initiation 

_X_
Modification
_X_
Modification

___
Interpretation
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Interpretation

___
Withdrawal
___
Withdrawal

___
Principle
___ 
Principle 

_X_
Definition 
_X_
Definition 

_X_
Business Practice Standard  
_X_
Business Practice Standard 

___
Document 
___
Document

___
Data Element 
___
Data Element

___
Code Value 
___
Code Value 

___
X12 Implementation Guide
___
X12 Implementation Guide

___
Business Process Documentation
___
Business Process Documentation

3.  RECOMMENDATION

SUMMARY:


This recommendation addresses requests R04035 and R05002.  R04035 is a request to address comments received by the WEQ ESS/ITS on the draft of its recommendation for requests R04005-A (OASIS Baseline Business Practices – Standards 1 -7), R04006-B (Multiple Requests – Standard 8) and R04006-C (Redirects – Standards 9 and 10). As the comments recommended substantive changes to the standards, it was not appropriate to address these comments as a part of the initial issuance of the standards.  Now that the standards have been ratified, the ESS/ITS combined the comments into Request R04035 being addressed herein. 

This recommendation also addresses the following clarification issues brought up in R04035 and R05002:

· Standard 4.19 needs to be clarified to reflect the Transmission Provider is not required to COUNTEROFFER a confirmed reservation.
· Clarification that the numbered components are “requirements” of the OASIS Business Practice Standard, not individual standards.
· Modifications to Standard 9 - Requirements for dealing with Redirects on a Firm basis and Standard 10 – Requirements for dealing with Redirects on a Non-Firm Basis to clarify certain standards language and expand the examples.
This recommendation also addresses comments in FERC NOPR Docket No. RM05-5-000 which expressed concern “about some vague language in Standard 10.6, which states that ‘for the purposes of curtailment and other capacity reductions, confirmed Redirects on a Non-Firm basis shall be treated comparably to all other types of Non-Firm Secondary Point-to-Point Service.’”  

Attached to this request is a revised Appendix B which the ESS/ITS requests take the place of the current Appendix B of the OASIS Business Practice Standards.

The ESS/ITS is requesting that any necessary changes to the S&CP be postponed until after ratification of the changes to the Business Practices within this recommendation. The reason for this request is to avoid a situation where a Business Practice Standard change is not approved, and the significant work to develop associated implementation standards (S&CP) is wasted.
Recommended Standards:

Recommended modifications to the WEQ OASIS Business Practice Standards (WEQ BPS-001-000) are redlined below.
Modification 1

Add or edit the following definitions, as appropriate:
Commission – Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, or appropriate regulating authority.
FERC – Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.
Appropriate Regulating Authority – the entity which has regulating authority over a given Transmission Provider.
Modification 2
Standard 1 changed to read, in part:

Applicability:
Standard 1 applies to any public utility that owns, operates, or controls facilities used for the transmission of electric energy in interstate commerce and to transactions limited to the provision of open access transmission service performed under the pro forma tariff required under currently applicable regulations.
Modification 3
Standard 3.1 changed to read, in part:

3.1
Standard 3.1:  All entities or persons using OASIS shall register the identity of their organization (including DUNS number) or person at the OASIS Home Page at http://www.tsin.com.  Registration identification shall include the parent entity (if any) of the registrant.  Registration shall be a prerequisite to OASIS usage and renewed annually and whenever changes in identification occur and thereafter.  An entity or person not complying with this requirement or providing false information may be denied access by a transmission provider to that transmission provider’s OASIS node.
Modification 4
Standard 2.5 changed to read, in part:

Other Service Attribute Values
The Commission has defined sSix ancillary services in Order No. 888. are pre-defined.  Other services may be offered pursuant to filed tariffs. 

2.5.   A Transmission Provider shall use the definitions below to describe the AS_TYPEs offered on OASIS, or shall post alternative attribute values and associated definitions on the OASIS Home Page at http://www.tsin.com, or shall use attribute values and definitions posted by another Transmission Provider.  (See Standard 3 for registration requirements.)

FERC Ancillary Services Definitions
Modification 5
4.1. Consistent with FERC policy and regulations, aAll reservations and price negotiations shall be conducted on OASIS.

Modification 6
Standard 7 changed to read, in part:
Introduction
The standards in this section apply to the offering of Next Hour Market (NHM) Service only.  The FERCCommission has designated this service as voluntary for a transmission provider to offer.  Therefore the standards apply to a transmission provider only if that provider offers NHM Service, in which case the standards become mandatory for that provider.

Modification 7

10.1.5. Requests for Redirects on a Non-Firm basis shall specify: the following transmission service attributes in their request: 

SERVICE_INCREMENT=HOURLY

TS_CLASS=SECONDARY

TS_TYPE=POINT_TO_POINT
TS_PERIOD=FULL_PERIOD

TS_WINDOW=FIXED

TS_PERIOD, TS_WINDOW,and SERVICE_INCREMENT shall specify any valid value offered by the TP for Non-Firm Point-to-Point service.

Modification 8

10.5.3. The TC shall have the right to request the TP to release unscheduled capacity associated with a confirmed request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis and reinstate that capacity to the Parent (Firm) Reservation. The TP shall honor all such valid requests, and reinstate the capacity on the Parent Reservation. such that it may subsequently be scheduled, Redirected on a Firm or Non-Firm basis to a different path, resold, etc.
Modification 9
9.5.2. The TC shall should withdraw any request to Redirect on a Firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e., at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect). The TP shall have the right to withdraw their acceptance of any request to Redirect on a Firm basis that cannot be confirmed due to limitations in the Capacity Available to Redirect by setting the OASIS standard STATUS data element to the value of SUPERSEDED.

Modification 10

10.5.2. The TC shall should withdraw any request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e., at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect). The TP shall have the right to withdraw their acceptance of any request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis that cannot be confirmed due to limitations in the Capacity Available to Redirect by setting the OASIS standard STATUS data element to the value of SUPERSEDED.

Modification 11
9.1.3.    A request to Redirect on a Firm basis shall be queued and treated evaluated in the same manner (i.e., same service priority) as any other Ffirm Ppoint to Ppoint request, subject to the other requirements of this standard.

10.1.3.  A request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis shall be queued and treated in the same manner as any other non-firm point to point request, subject to the other requirements of this standard.
Modification 12
New Business Practice Standard:

10.8.x.  If the e-Tag is terminated prior to its original stop time, the TP shall consider this equivalent to a release request by the TC and reinstate capacity on the Parent Reservation.

Modification 13
10.8.6.  Once an ETAG e-Tag designating 1-NS service becomes implemented Implemented, the TP shall consider the associated Redirect request(s) to be confirmed.  Prior to or coincident with the tag becoming Implemented, the TP shall post the Redirect on OASIS.
Modification 14
New Business Practice Standards:

9.4.x.
If the TP determines that only a portion of the requested capacity can be accommodated, the TP shall extend to the TC that portion of the capacity (i.e., partial service) that can be accommodated through a COUNTEROFFER.
10.4.x. If the TP determines that only a portion of the requested capacity can be accommodated, the TP is not obligated to extend to the TC that portion of the capacity (i.e., partial service) that can be accommodated.
Modification 15
4.19.  Prior to Confirmation, Iin those cases where right-of-first refusal is required to be offered, the Transmission Provider shall move requests in the ACCEPTED state to COUNTEROFFER, to notify the Customer, through the use of a COUNTEROFFER, of the opportunity to match the subsequent offer.

4.20.
A Customer who has been extended a right-of-first-refusal according to Table 4-3 shall have a confirmation time limit equal to the lesser of (a) the Customer Confirmation Time Limit in Table 4-2 or (b) 24 hours.

Modification 16
This recommendation is in response to the FERC NOPR RM05-5 requesting clarification:
10.6.  For the purposes of curtailment and other capacity reductions, confirmed Redirects on a Non-Firm (Secondary) basis shall have a lower priority than any be treated comparably to all other types of Non-Firm Secondary Point-to-Point Transmission Service.

Modification 17
Miscellaneous recommended changes to Standard 9:

Strike the last sentence in Standard 9.4.2, “An example is shown in Appendix B” as no longer applicable.

9.5.
Upon confirmation of the request to Redirect on a Firm basis, the Capacity Available to Redirect shall be reduced by the amount of the redirected capacity granted for the time period of that Redirect.   An example is shown in Appendix B.

10.5. Upon confirmation of the request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis, the Capacity Available to Redirect shall be reduced by the amount of the redirected capacity granted for the time period of that Redirect.   An example is shown in Appendix B.
Modification 18

Change the term “ETAG” to “e-Tag” throughout Standards 9 and 10.
4.  SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

a.  Description of Request:

The comments in Request R04035 proposed, in Summary:

· Changes to some of the definitions, including the replacing references to the “Commission,” with an international, more general term, and others.

· Section 4.19 of the OASIS Baseline Business Practices be clarified to reflect that the Transmission Provider is not required to COUNTEROFFER a confirmed reservation.

· The standard be clarified to show that its numbered components are “requirements” of the OASIS Business Practice Standard, not individual standards 

Request R05002 was a request to review the Redirect Standard Requirements 9.5 and 10.5 and update the examples to aid in clarifying the provisions of these Standards.

b.  Description of Recommendation:

See the WEQ Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee and OASIS 1A Task Force meeting minutes and other documents at www.naesb.org for supporting documentation posted for meetings and conference calls from the following dates: 

	ESS Subcommittee 
	OASIS 1A Task Force

	October 27, 2005 
	August 18, 2005

	October 20-21, 2005 
	August 2, 2005

	August 31 – September 1, 2005 
	July 22, 2005

	July 13-14, 2005
	July 8, 2005

	May 11-12, 2005
	

	April 26, 2005
	

	January 12-13, 2005
	


c.  Business Purpose:

See Section d. Commentary/Rationale
d. Commentary/Rationale of Subcommittee(s)/Task Force(s):

The following is a list of comments and questions raised by requests R04035 and R05002 and a response to each.

I. Comments on Baseline Business Practices (R04005-A)

a. Comments by Entergy

Submitted by:  Edward Davis

September 20, 2004

Entergy suggests that expansion of the Pro Forma Tarrif and OASIS requirements since the initial issuances make the following wording not specific to the provision of transmission service. Therefore, we suggest the following changes to the draft:

“Standard 1: Provision of Open Access Transmission Service. All transmission providers shall provide open access transmission service in accordance with the following requirements.

Applicability

Standard 1 applies to any public utility that owns, operates, or controls facilities used for the transmission of electric energy in interstate commerce and to transactions limited to the provision of open access transmission service performed under the pro forma tariff required under currently applicable regulations.”
Response: Language included as suggested, see modification 2.
Entergy suggests expanding the legitimate reasons for denying access to include the provision of false information, as follows:

a.
Standard 3.1:  All entities or persons using OASIS shall register the identity of their organization (including DUNS number) or person at the OASIS Home Page at http://www.tsin.com.  Registration identification shall include the parent entity (if any) of the registrant.  Registration shall be a prerequisite to OASIS usage and renewed annually and whenever changes in identification occur and thereafter.  An entity or person not complying with this requirement or providing false information may be denied access by a transmission provider to that transmission provider’s OASIS node.
Response: Language included as suggested, see modification 3.
b. Comments by WE Energies

For all documents, definition of terms should be consistent with the NAESB Glossary and between documents. Inconsistencies were found in the definition of Affiliate, Transmission Customer, Firm Transmission, Non-firm Transmission, Point-to-Point Transmission Service, Network Service .  

P. 10 of R04005-A, Standard 1.8 - A definition of "significant amount" is needed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Barb Kedrowski , Project Manager , We Energies 
Response:   The subcommittee does not have a recommendation at this time.  It would be difficult to establish a single number that would be relevant for all OASIS sites.
c. Comments by V. Bissonnette, Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie

HYDRO-QUÉBEC TRANSÉNERGIE COMMENTS

September 20, 2004

NAESB must prepare Business Standards that could apply internationally, meaning to Canadian entities also. This requires some adaptation work to this Recommendation.

The term "Commission" as defined in this Recommendation refers to FERC. That term should be replaced by "Appropriate Regulating Authority" (or some other term) and should be defined as the entity which has regulating authority over a given Transmission Provider. The whole document should then be revised with this international intent in mind (for example, this simplifies 1.5(f) that would then apply to "Appropriate regulating authorities staff" and the introduction to Standard 4.1 could be simplified to read only "All reservations and price…." Instead of "Consistent with FERC policy and regulations, all reservations and price…").

Response:  The definition of Commission has been broadened to include “Appropriate Regulating Authority”. References to FERC have been omitted where they are unnecessary.  In cases where we do want to refer to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission specifically, we have used the term FERC.  See modifications 4, 5 and 6.
A Transmission Provider is not necessarily a "public utility". The definition should be broadened to include all possibilities and specify that it is used for those who provide Open Access to their electrical transmission System. As written the definition seems to encompass even systems which do not offer such access. The term "interstate" is also limiting regarding the international nature of a Business Standard. We also question that a Transmission Provider is not necessarily operating "interstate" even in the U.S. As a first try, the resulting definition for Transmission Provider could then read: "An entity that owns, operates or control facilities used for the transmission of electric energy and that offers open access transmission service over those facilities".

Response: The requests to change the definition of “Public Utility” and change the term “interstate” is beyond the scope of the Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee/Information Technology Subcommittee. No changes are recommended to the Business Practice Standards.

Submitted by Victor Bissonnette

Délégué commercial

Direction Commercialisation

Hydro-Québec TransÉnergie

II
Comments on Multiple Requests (R04006-B)

a. Comments by First Energy

Denial of Service – the act of this is the intentionally or unintentionally degradation of OASIS performance that denying service to other OASIS customers impacts all customer interactions with OASIS by consuming OASIS cyber resources in such a way that OASIS performance is degraded and the market’s ability to operate is impeded.  (The name didn’t fit the definition.)
Queue Hoarding – this is the act, intentionally or unintentionally, of not confirming or withdrawing an accepted service request within the time limit specifed by the e-tag rules. such that it impacts the ability of other willing buyers to secure service in a timely fashion.

Response:  The definitions of “Denial of Service” and “Queue Hoarding” currently reflect the intended definitions.  No changes are recommended to the Business Practice Standard definitions.

Standard 8. Requirements for dealing with multiple, identical transmission service requests.

8.1 Denial of Service -  OASIS system administrators or Transmission Providers shall have the right to institute programs for the detection and mitigation of Denial of Service (DoS) attacksevents based on recognized standard industry practices. (the word attacks here implies an intentional event while the definition states a cause can be unintentional)

8.1.2 The Transmission Provider will have the right to suspend the user’s access to the OASIS system when it is determined that the user has casued two or more DoS events.

8.1.3 The user’s access to OASIS will be reinstated when they can demonstrate the problem that caused the DoS events has been corrected.

8.2.1 The Transmission Provider will have the right to suspend the user’s access to the OASIS system when it is determined that the user has casued two or more Queue Flooding events.

8.2.2 The user’s access to OASIS will be reinstated when they can demonstrate the problem that caused the Queue Flooding events has been corrected.

8.3.3 The Transmission Provider will have the right to suspend the user’s access to the OASIS system when it is determined that the user has casued two or more Queue Hoarding events.

8.3.4 The user’s access to OASIS will be reinstated when they can demonstrate the problem that caused the Queue Hoarding events has been corrected. 

Response:  The actions to be taken are already part of FERC Regulations and NAESB Standard 1.
b. Comments by Hydro-Quebec TransEnergie

Naesb weq recommendation r04006-B Oasis 1A Enhancements – Multiple Requests

Hydro-québec transénergie comments

November 5, 2004

The term "Commission" is defined as "the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission" and it is used only in "4. SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION", Section d. Since the NAESB Standards should have an international intent, we propose to remove this definition and replace "Commission" by FERC (as is done elsewhere in the document) in this Section d.

Response:  See modifications 4, 5 and 6.

Our comments on the definition of "Transmission Provider" stated for Recommendation R04005 also apply: A Transmission Provider is not necessarily a "public utility". The definition should be broadened to include all possibilities and specify that it is used for those who provide Open Access to their electric Transmission System. As written the definition seems to encompass even systems which do not offer such access. The term "interstate" is also limiting regarding the international nature of a Business Standard. We also question that a Transmission Provider is not necessarily operating "interstate" even in the U.S. As a first try, the resulting definition for Transmission Provider could then read: "An entity that owns, operates or control facilities used for the transmission of electric energy and that offers open access transmission service over those facilities".

Response:  The requests to change the definition of “Transmission Provider” and “Public Utility” and change the term “interstate” is beyond the scope of the Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee/Information Technology Subcommittee. 

Remove the "Responsible party", "Reseller" and "Wholesale merchant function" definitions as those terms are not used in the document.

Response:  The definitions within the OASIS Business Practice Standards are global, not repeated within each standard.  The definitions listed above are all used in the Business Practice Standards even if not used in the Multiple Requests Standard.  
Submitted by Victor Bissonnette

Délégué commercial

Direction Commercialisation Hydro-Québec TransÉnergie

c. Comments by Southern Company Bulk Power Operations

Multiple Requests Southern Company Bulk Power Operations

Comments Submitted by: Southern Company’s Bulk Power Operations

Dated: 11/08/04; 3:56 PM via email

Redirects and Multiple Submissions

1) Standard 8, Section 8.3.2 references a time limitation imposed by the Transmission Provider in the event of Queue Hoarding. This restriction states “…in no event shall the TP impose such restrictions that would set the confirmation time limit to expire any earlier than 30 minutes before the pro forma scheduling deadline.” This restriction puts an undue burden on the TP’s and the TC’s to approve and accept the rest of the queued reservations within only a 30 minute window. The Business Practice Standards for OASIS Transactions (Order 638), Standard 4.13 already specifies timing requirements for OASIS requests.  Specifically in that standard, Table 4-2 Footnote 2 states “Confirmation time limits are not to be interpreted to extend scheduling deadlines or to override preexemption deadlines.” This footnote already allows the TP to set the TC response deadlines to accommodate multiple reservation requests and yet minimize the impacts on scheduling deadlines due to queue hoarding. Therefore, the Southern Company transmission organization (“Southern Company Transmission”) recommends that the EC delete this confirmation time limit restriction (i.e., the last sentence in Section 8.3.2) from the standard.
Response:  The intent of the standard is to provide certainty for the transmission customer of the confirmation time limit set by the TP.
2) Standard 9, Section 9.8.1 references a calculation for a default charge on a firm redirect and a default credit on the Parent Reservation, “if not addressed in the Transmission Provider’s tariff”. All tariff rate calculations are submitted by each Transmission Provider to FERC for approval and should not be addressed here. Southern Company Transmission suggests that the EC delete this section (9.8.1) in its entirety.
Response:  If a Standard is addressed in a Transmission Provider’s tariff, the tariff will always take precedent. If not addressed in the tariff, standard 9.8.1 provides a standard for this rate calculation. 
3) Standard 10, Section 10.1.5 needs to be reworded. As presently worded, the standard seems to imply that Transmission Providers might have to offer additional service increments of Secondary Point-to-Point service. Southern Company Transmission suggests that the EC revise the wording “...offered by the TP for Non-Firm Point-to-Point service." to “…offered by the TP for Non-Firm Secondary Point-to-Point service.” (emphasis added).

Response:  We agree that this could be ambiguous and have made deletions as shown in Modification 7 above.
4) Standard 10, Section 10.5.3 references a “release” mechanism for Redirect on a Non-Firm basis. This proposed release mechanism has not yet been developed in support of this standard. Given the potential design complications that will likely arise in retrofitting a “release” mechanism into existing OASIS applications, as well as the likelihood of further automation requirements for verification of redirect capacity available on the Parent Reservation, Southern Company Transmission suggests that the EC consider a 6 months time frame for implementation of Standard 10.  Some reasonable implementation period is necessary for an orderly transition which allows a Transmission Provider to remain in compliance with all applicable standards at any point in time.

Response:  Any technical changes will be addressed in a revised S&CP and an accompanying implementation plan as required by the S&CP.
5) Standard 10, Section 10.5.3 needs additional clarification, with respect to the rights and obligations of the TC and TP concerning a request for “release” of a confirmed non-firm redirect reservation.  Some redundant wording can also be eliminated, in regard to the future use of the re-instated capacity on the Parent Reservation.  Southern Company Transmission suggests that Section 10.5.3 be revised as follows:

10.5.3 – The TC shall have the right to request the TP to release unscheduled capacity associated with a confirmed request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis and reinstate that capacity to the Parent (Firm) Reservation.  The TP shall honor all valid requests for release, and reinstate the released capacity to the Parent Reservation.
Response:  We agree.  See Modification 8 above.
III.
Comments on Redirects (R04006-C)

a. Comments by First Energy

Definitions to be added to the OASIS Business Practice standard

Parent Reservation – an the original, existing, confirmed reservation being modified by a Transmission Customer’s request to redirect, reassign, resale, etc. 

Response:  A Parent Reservation may be not be an original reservation as it may be a Redirect, Resale, or other type of reservation.  This change has not been made to the standards.
Business Practices to be added to the OASIS Business Practice standard

Standard 9. Requirements for dealing with Redirects on a Firm basis.

9.1 – The Transmission Customer (TC) shall have the right to request modifications to Points of Receipt and/or Points of Delivery (including source or sink, where required) on a firm basis for a Confirmed Point-to-Point Firm Transmission Service reservation (i.e., Parent Reservation). providing the original path of the transaction is utilized for the Redirect.    This will be referred to as a Redirect on a Firm basis.  
Response:  The requested change is a substantive change that would depart from FERC required industry standard practice.  Without a rationale for making such a change, this change cannot be considered.
9.1.3 - A request to Redirect on a Firm basis shall be queued and treated in the same manner as any other firm point to point request providing the original path of the transaction is maintained, and subject to the other requirements of this standard. 

Response:  The requested change is a substantive change that would depart from FERC required current industry practice.  Without a rationale for making such a change, this change cannot be considered.  However, some wording changes are recommended for clarity to Standard 9.1.3 and 10.1.3 has been deleted in its entirety as it conflicts with Standard 10.1.4 and table 4-3. See Modification 11.
9.1.5 – The TC shall not submit a request for a Redirect on a Firm basis that exceeds the Capacity Available for Redirect. 

Response:  The suggested standard is not consistent with the intent of the standard, which is why standards 9.5.1 and 9.5.2 are included approved OASIS standards.  The suggested standard would conflict with FERC requirements.  Without a rationale for making such a change, this change cannot be considered.
9.2 - The TC shall be allowed to request a Redirect on a Firm basis for a portion or all of the Capacity Available to Redirect, even if the transmission scheduling rights on the Parent Reservation have been limited due to outages or other reliability-related events. An example is shown in Appendix B.  (Ed – I am of the opinion that the request should be allowed, but a refusal should also be allowed if the request will worsen the reliability condition.  However, if a TP sold transmission on a firm basis the entity purchasing the transmission capacity should be able to use the capacity up to the limits provided by a firm reservation such that the TP may be required to shed firm load to load the schedule.  I think the bottom line here is that the TP sold transmission capacity that they didn’t have if they have to shed firm load to allow the transaction to go forward.)

Response:  Standard 9.2 requires only that the Transmission Customer be allowed to request a certain type of redirect. The standard does not address the Transmission Provider response.

9.4.2 - The TC shall be allowed to submit and have pending multiple requests for Redirects on a Firm basis up to and not exceeding the against the same Capacity Available to Redirect.  The TP shall evaluate the requests for Redirects in the order they are received and will confirm only the requests up to and not exceeding the Capacity Available to Redirect.The TP shall evaluate each such request with the knowledge that only those requests up to the Capacity Available to Redirect may ultimately be confirmed.  An example is shown in Appendix B.

Response:  The addition of the language “up to and exceeding the” to standard 9.4.2 is not consistent with the intent of the standard.  It would achieve the same thing as adding the suggested standard 9.1.5, which was not incorporated.  The suggested standard would conflict with FERC requirements.  Without a rationale for making such a change, this change cannot be considered.  The intent of the change to the sentence “The TP shall evaluate…” is addressed sufficiently elsewhere in the standard.  

9.5 - Upon confirmation of the request or requests to Redirect on a Firm basis, the Capacity Available to Redirect shall be reduced by the amount of the total of the redirected capacity for the time period of that Redirect.   An example is shown in Appendix B.

Response:  Standard 9.5 as written is more concise than the suggested changes.  The standard may apply to more than one request which would achieve the same thing as the modified language.
10.1.7 – The TC shall not submit a request for a Redirect on a non-Firm basis that exceeds the Capacity Available for Redirect. 

Response:  See response to suggested standard 9.1.5 and suggested changes to standard 9.4.2. 

10.4.2 - The TC shall be allowed to submit and have pending multiple requests for Redirects on a Non-Firm basis up to and not exceeding the against the same Capacity Available to Redirect. The TP shall evaluate the requests for Redirects in the order they are received and will confirm only the requests up to and not exceeding the Capacity Available to Redirect  The TP shall evaluate each such request with the knowledge that only those requests up to the Capacity Available to Redirect may ultimately be confirmed.  An example is shown in Appendix B.  

Response:  See response to suggested standard 9.1.5 and suggested changes to standard 9.4.2. 

Appendix B – Redirect Standards Examples

These examples need a lot of work.  They do not clearly represent the principles described in 9 and 10 above.  These examples would be clearer if they included the parent reservation prior to the redirect, the redirect, and then the effect of the redirect on the parent reservation.  Sort of a before and after or cause and effect view.

Response:  See updated examples.
b.
Comments by Southern Company Bulk Power Operations

Dated: 11/08/04; 3:56 PM via email

Redirects and Multiple Submissions

1) Standard 8, Section 8.3.2 references a time limitation imposed by the Transmission Provider in the event of Queue Hoarding. This restriction states “…in no event shall the TP impose such restrictions that would set the confirmation time limit to expire any earlier than 30 minutes before the pro forma scheduling deadline.” This restriction puts an undue burden on the TP’s and the TC’s to approve and accept the rest of the queued reservations within only a 30 minute window. The Business Practice Standards for OASIS Transactions (Order 638), Standard 4.13 already specifies timing requirements for OASIS requests.  Specifically in that standard, Table 4-2 Footnote 2 states “Confirmation time limits are not to be interpreted to extend scheduling deadlines or to override preexemption deadlines.” This footnote already allows the TP to set the TC response deadlines to accommodate multiple reservation requests and yet minimize the impacts on scheduling deadlines due to queue hoarding. Therefore, the Southern Company transmission organization (“Southern Company Transmission”) recommends that the EC delete this confirmation time limit restriction (i.e., the last sentence in Section 8.3.2) from the standard.

Response:  See responses to earlier comments. 

2) Standard 9, Section 9.8.1 references a calculation for a default charge on a firm redirect and a default credit on the Parent Reservation, “if not addressed in the Transmission Provider’s tariff”. All tariff rate calculations are submitted by each Transmission Provider to FERC for approval and should not be addressed here. Southern Company Transmission suggests that the EC delete this section (9.8.1) in its entirety. 
Response:   See responses to earlier comments. 

3) Standard 10, Section 10.1.5 needs to be reworded. As presently worded, the standard seems to imply that Transmission Providers might have to offer additional service increments of Secondary Point-to-Point service. Southern Company Transmission suggests that the EC revise the wording “...offered by the TP for Non-Firm Point-to-Point service." to “…offered by the TP for Non-Firm Secondary Point-to-Point service.” (emphasis added).
Response:   See responses to earlier comments. 

4) Standard 10, Section 10.5.3 references a “release” mechanism for Redirect on a Non-Firm basis. This proposed release mechanism has not yet been developed in support of this standard. Given the potential design complications that will likely arise in retrofitting a “release” mechanism into existing OASIS applications, as well as the likelihood of further automation requirements for verification of redirect capacity available on the Parent Reservation, Southern Company Transmission suggests that the EC consider a 6 months time frame for implementation of Standard 10.  Some reasonable implementation period is necessary for an orderly transition which allows a Transmission Provider to remain in compliance with all applicable standards at any point in time.
Response:
See responses to earlier comments. 

5) Standard 10, Section 10.5.3 needs additional clarification, with respect to the rights and obligations of the TC and TP concerning a request for “release” of a confirmed non-firm redirect reservation.  Some redundant wording can also be eliminated, in regard to the future use of the re-instated capacity on the Parent Reservation.  Southern Company Transmission suggests that Section 10.5.3 be revised as follows:

10.5.3 – The TC shall have the right to request the TP to release unscheduled capacity associated with a confirmed request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis and reinstate that capacity to the Parent (Firm) Reservation.  The TP shall honor all valid requests for release, and reinstate the released capacity to the Parent Reservation.
Response:
See responses to earlier comments.
c.
Comments by WE Energies

Comments Submitted by:
Barb Kedrowski

Dated: 11/11/04, 1:21 PM

Below are We Energies' comments on the WEQ 2004 Annual Plan Item 2 - OASIS 1A Enhancements - Redirects (Comments in red, text from standard in blue): [color deleted]
Standard 10 - Requirements for dealing with Redirects on a non-firm basis:
Section 10.1.6 - Requests for redirects on a non-firm basis shall be submitted by the TC as pre-confirmed.
We Energies' comment:  Why must it be preconfirmed?  Would it be possible to set an acceptable time interval for redirect request confirmation that would allow requests to be submitted without being preconfirmed?  Sometimes deals are done that encompass more than one transmission provider.  If TLR's are in effect on one TP's jurisdiction, the deal falls apart.  If the redirect request is preconfirmed and it has been confirmed by the TP, it is no longer of any use since one segment of the deal can't flow.
Response:  The preconfirmation requirement was accepted because the Transmission Customer has the ability to use the release mechanism, per standard 10.5.3, to “undo” the transaction, or move the capacity back to the parent reservation.  Specifics of the release mechanism are being developed in Recommendation R04006-C1.
Section 10.5.1 - The TC shall not confirm any request to Redirect on a non-firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time.  The TP shall have the right to block any such confirmation.
We Energies' comment:  If the TC can submit multiple redirect requests that are over the level of the parent request, how does the TC know if they have excluded the capacity available to redirect if the TP is evaluating multiple requests?
Response:  Evaluate the multiple Redirect requests in queue order and accept those requests up the capacity available to redirect.  Any additional requests are held pending until the disposition of the prior requests are determined.
Sections 10.1.6 and 10.5.1

We Energies comment:  When looking at these sections together, if a TC must pre-confirm a request and can have multiple competing redirect requests that are being evaluated, when the TC "accepts" a request it will automatically be confirmed in violation of 10.5.1.  This then raises the question on how the TC would notify the TP which competing redirect request has priority if more than one are deemed Ok.  If the requirement for pre-confirmation is removed, then the TC would be able to determine which request they would prefer to confirm.
Response:  We do not agree that preconfirmation will result in a violation of 10.5.1.  Based on 10.5, the violation would not occur.  The Transmission Provider would reject any requests over the amount of the Capacity Available to Redirect of the Parent Reservation.  The subcommittee discussed this issue at length and determined not to remove the requirement for preconfirmation.
Section 4.b Description of Recommendation (Supporting Documentation)
We Energies' comment:  Use of the word "an" instead of the word "and" in the sentence:  "Only the primary transmission provider is in a position to make such an assessment and authorize the redirected service under the OATT."
Response:  Noted.
Thanks,
Barb Kedrowski 
Project Manager 
We Energies 

d. Comments by Puget Sound Energy

Comments Submitted by:  Susanne McFadden

Puget Sound Energy Marketing

Dated: 11/10/04; 5:21 PM

REDIRECTS R04006-C

9.5.2 – The TC shall withdraw any request to Redirect on a Firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e., at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect). The TP shall have the right to withdraw their acceptance of any request to Redirect on a Firm basis that cannot be confirmed due to limitations in the Capacity Available to Redirect by setting the OASIS standard STATUS data element to the value of SUPERSEDED. (The TC should not have to go in and remove all the Accepted requests if the capacity to redirect is depleted.  TP’s OASIS should automatically supercede remaining requests.)
Response: 
We agree.  See modification 9. 
9.6.2 - Curtailments or other capacity reductions affecting the reserved capacity on the Redirect reservation shall not affect the Parent Reservation nor result in a reinstatement of capacity on the Parent Reservation. (…result in the automatic reinstatement… Should alos inclued “unless the TC submits a subsequent Redirect on a Firm Basis request”)

Response:
The intent of this standard is to not allow any reinstatement, automatic or otherwise.  9.6.2 is intended to only address curtailments and other capacity reductions.
10.1.3 - A request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis shall be queued and treated in the same manner as any other non-firm point to point request, subject to the other requirements of this standard. (What does this imply? The TC is requesting secondary point- to-point service, not non-firm point-to-point service.  It is a “as available” service subordinate to all other services (exception is Buy At Market))

Response:
We agree.  See Modification 11. 
10.1.6 – Requests for Redirects on a Non-Firm basis shall be submitted by the TC as pre-confirmed. (Why pre-confirmed? This limits a customer’s options.)
Response:
Refer to response to We Energies’ comments on this standard.
10.5 - Upon confirmation of the request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis, the Capacity Available to Redirect shall be reduced by the amount of the redirected capacity for the time period of that Redirect. An example is shown in Appendix B.  (OATT says in 22.1(3) the TC shall retain all of their scheduling rights on the parent.  This statement limits the TC.)

Response:
The release mechanism was created to allow the customer flexibility. 
10.5.1 – The TC shall not confirm any request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e., at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect).  The TP shall have the right to block any such confirmation.

10.5.2 – The TC shall withdraw any request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis that would exceed the Capacity Available to Redirect at that point in time (i.e., at the time of attempted confirmation and over the time interval of the Redirect). The TP shall have the right to withdraw their acceptance of any request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis that cannot be confirmed due to limitations in the Capacity Available to Redirect by setting the OASIS standard STATUS data element to the value of SUPERSEDED. (The TC should not have to go in and remove all the Accepted requests if the capacity to redirect is depeleted.  TP’s OASIS should automatically supercede remaining requests.)
Response: 
We agree.  See modification 10. 
10.5.3 – The TC shall have the right to request the TP to release capacity associated with a confirmed request to Redirect on a Non-Firm basis and reinstate that capacity to the Parent (Firm) Reservation.  The TP shall honor all such requests, and reinstate the capacity on the Parent Reservation such that it may subsquently be scheduled, Redirected on a Firm or Non-Firm basis to a different path, resold, etc. (OATT says in 22.1 (3) the TC shall retain all of their scheduling rights on the parent.  This statement limits, the TC has to request to have their rights back.) 
Response:  The release mechanism was created to allow the customer flexiblity. 

10.8 - TPs shall have the right, but are in no means obligated, to accept requests for Redirect on a Non-Firm basis based on the submission of an Electronic Tag (ETAG) using protocols compliant with Version 1.7.095 NERC Transaction Information System Working Group (TISWG) Electronic Tagging Functional Specification.  (If a TC can use E-Tag to request a Redirect on a Non-firm Basis, then the TC should also have the ability “release” capacity via E-Taf by referencing the parent reservation.)
Response:
See Modification 12. 

10.8.5 - The OASIS queue time of a Redirect requested via ETAG shall be the TP’s ETAG Approval Service receipt time, unless a system failure requires the use of backup procedures, in which case the OASIS queue time shall be the time the ETAG is received by the TP. (How is the TP going to force the appearance and specified queue time into their OASIS?. How can this be comparable if some requests are on OASIS and other are off-OASIS)
Response:
See Modification 13. 

9.4.x Should there be an explicit requirement that if there is insufficient capacity to support the redirect either due to TPs limited ATC or TCs limited Capacity Available to Redirect that the TP must or may COUNTEROFFER with only the capacity that can be granted to the redirect?

Response:
See Modification 14 which adds Standards 9.4.3 and 10.4.3 which require the TP to COUNTEROFFER only in the case of a Redirect on a Firm Basis (Standard 9) but not in the case of a Redirect on a Non-Firm Basis (Standard 10).
9.5.1/10.5.1 Should the TC obligations regarding “shall not confirm” be changed to “should”.  The TP has the right to block confirmation.  Should this be restated as allowing the TP to “block or annul” confirmation.  Blocking may imply a requirement to modify OASIS software implementations, while setting status to ANNULLED will functionally accomplish the same thing – can’t hold a confirmed redirect on firm basis in excess of Capacity Available to Redirect. 
Response:
We do not agree.  It is important that the TC not confirm a Redirect that exceeds the capacity available to Redirect.  No change has been made to the standards.
9.5.2/10.5.2 Should the TCs obligation to withdraw be changed from a “shall” to a “should”.

Response:
See Modifications 9 and 10.
Examples: Provide better examples to clarify the Redirect Standard including revisions as necessary based on any proposed changes to this Standard.
Response:
Agree. Revised examples provided.  See revised Appendix B to the OASIS Business Practice Standards.
The WEQ ESS/ITS requested that Section 4.19 of the OASIS Baseline Business Practices be clarified to reflect the Transmission Provider is not required to COUNTEROFFER a confirmed reservation.
Response:
See Modification 15. The change to Standard 4.19 clarifies that a request cannot be moved to a state of Counteroffer once confirmed.  A clarification was also made to Standard 4.20 to clarify that Standard 4.20 does not apply in the case where a customer has been extended the right-of-first-refusal for rollover rights. 
Clarification that the numbered components are “requirements” of the OASIS Business Practice Standard, not individual standards.

Response:  This issue is no longer relevant and the business practice standards will remain as they exist.
WEQ ESS/ITS 10/27/05
The following motion was made at the October 27, 2005 WEQ ESS/ITS Conference call:


To send Recommendation R04035/R05002 to the Executive Committee for adoption.

The vote was unanimous with five participants attending.
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