Comments Submitted by:
Alan Pritchard





Duke Power

Here are my comments.  They reflect thoughts from a transmission provider's side of the house.  I make reference to John Calder's comments which are in the attached NAESB note dated Sept 30.

Alan Pritchard

Definitions

      Capacity Available to Redirect – the amount of Capacity Available to

      Redirect from the parent reservation calculated as the granted

      capacity of the parent reservation at the time of customer

      confirmation (CAPACITY_GRANTED) less any confirmed reassignments

      (e.g., resales), confirmed redirects on a firm and/or non-firm basis,

      displacements, and all outstanding approved schedules.

Since each submitted schedule reflects a TC’s intention to use reserved capacity on the parent reservation’s path, the definition of Capacity Available to Redirect should decrement all submitted schedules, not merely the approved schedules.

9.4.2 - The TC shall be allowed to submit and have pending multiple Redirect requests on a Firm basis against the same reserved capacity.  The TP shall evaluate each such request independently of all other such Redirect requests with the knowledge that only those requests up to the Capacity Available to Redirect may ultimately be confirmed.

9.5 - Upon confirmation of the Redirect request, the capacity of the parent reservation (i.e., the reservation being redirected) shall be premanently reduced by the amount of the redirected capacity for the time period of that Redirect.

      9.5.1 – The TC shall be blocked from confirming any Redirect request

      that would exceed the parent’s 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).

      9.5.2 – The TP shall have the right to withdraw their acceptance of

      any Redirect request that cannot be confirmed due to limitations in

      the parent’s Capacity Available to Redirect by setting the OASIS

      standard STATUS data element to the value of SUPERSEDED.

I agree with John Calder’s concern about section 9.4.2 with respect to decrementing ATC internally.  I’d like to add additional comments about sections 9.4.2, 9.5.1 and 9.5.2:

1.    9.4.2 seems to create an opportunity for mischief by encouraging the

practice of blocking interfaces through the submittal of multiple redirect reservations for the same capacity, while 9.5.1 and 9.5.2 assign responsibility to TPs to clean up the mess.  For example,  a TC with 300 MW of Capacity Available to Redirect would be permitted to reduce ATC on POD “B” by 1200 MW by submitting the following four redirect requests: 1) a redirect of 300 MW from POR “A” to POD “B”, and 2) a redirect of 300 MW from POR “C” to POD “B”, and 3) a redirect of 300 MW from POR “D” to POD “B”, and 4) a redirect of 300 MW from POR “E” to POD “B”.  Once the TC confirmed one of the requests, the TP must block the TC from confirming the remaining 3 redirects and, at the TP’s option, change the accepted redirects to SUPERCEDED.

2.    The Capacity Available to Redirect is not a static value and may

change after a redirect is APPROVED by the TP.  Consider this scenario.

The TC submits a schedule for the parent’s full reservation after a redirect has been APPROVED by the TP.  The TC next CONFIRMs the redirect.

The TP, in accordance with 9.5 reduces the capacity of the parent reservation by the amount of the redirect, leaving insufficient capacity to accommodate the schedule that has already been processed.  In this scenario, it would seem that the TC should be required to curtail the tag but the standard does not address this scenario.  I wonder if a reading of

9.5.1 and 9.5.2 would suggest that the TP should take action to SUPERCEDE the redirect request once the schedule was APPROVED.

3.    What are the consequences if a TC confirms redirect requests in an

amount that exceeds the Capacity Available to Redirect?  Since the TP failed to block the TC from confirming the request (as required under 9.5.1), is the TP at fault?  If so would the TP be prevented from collecting revenue for capacity in excess of the Capacity Available to Redirect?  Or, would the tariff provision that deals with the “event that the Transmission Customer exceeds its firm Reserved Capacity” be relevant?

 Responsibility should be given to the TC to manage its own reservations.

This could be done by modifying 9.2 and 10.2 as follows:

      9.2 - The Transmission Customer (TC) shall be allowed to submit a

      request to Redirect on a Firm basis for a portion or all of the

      Capacity Available to Redirect  on the parent reservation, even if

      the transmission scheduling rights on the parent reservation have

      been limited due to outages or other security-related events.  The TC

      shall not CONFIRM redirect requests that exceed Capacity Available to

      Redirect on the parent reservation and shall WITHDRAW redirect

      requests that exceed Capacity Available to Redirect.

      10.2 - The Transmission Customer (TC) shall be allowed to request a

      Redirect on a Non-Firm basis for a portion or all of the Capacity

      Available to Redirect  on the parent reservation, even if the

      transmission scheduling rights on the parent reservation have been

      limited due to outages or other security-related events.  The TC

      shall not CONFIRM redirect requests that exceed Capacity Available to

      Redirect on the parent reservation and shall WITHDRAW redirect

      requests that exceed Capacity Available to Redirect.

      If this change is acceptable, then 9.5.1 and 10.5.1 should be changed

      to permit the TP to take action, similar to the wording of 9.5.2  and

      10.5.2 as follows:

      9.5.1 – The TP shall have the right to block the TC shall be blocked

      from confirming any Redirect request that would exceed the parent’s

      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).

      10.5.1 – The TP shall have the right to block the TC shall be blocked

      from confirming any Redirect request that would exceed the parent’s

      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).

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

            TS_CLASS=SECONDARY

            TS_TYPE=POINT_TO_POINT

            TS_PERIOD=FULL_PERIOD

            TS_WINDOW=FIXED

The requirement that the TS_WINDOW = FIXED in 10.1.3 is overly restrictive and should be eliminated.

10.4 The TC’s rights on the parent path shall remain unaffected during the Transmission Provider evaluation of the Redirect request.

      10.4.1 - If the Redirect request is denied for any reason, all rights

      shall remain per the parent reservation.

      10.4.2 - The TC shall be allowed to submit and have pending multiple

      Redirect requests on a Firm basis against the same reserved capacity.

      The TP shall evaluate each such request independently of all other

      such Redirect requests with the knowledge that only those requests up

      to the Capacity Available to Redirect may ultimately be confirmed.

Standard 10 addresses only Redirect on a Non-Firm Basis and 10.4, 10.4.1 and 10.4.2 must be changed.  Also 10.1.4 requires pre-confirmation.  I suggest eliminating 10.4.1 and 10.4.2.

In order to preserve rights of the TC, the TP should not reduce the capacity of the parent reservation.  The Pro-Forma Tariff states the following with respect to Modification on a Non-Firm Basis: The Transmission Customer shall retain its right to schedule Firm Point-To-Point Transmission Service at the Receipt and Delivery Points specified in the relevant Service Agreement in the amount of its original capacity reservation.

Therefore, section 10.5 should be revised.  I suggest the following

wording:

      10.5 - Upon confirmation of the Redirect request, the scheduling

      capacity of the parent reservation (i.e., the reservation being

      redirected) shall be reduced by the amount of the redirected capacity

      for the time period of that Redirect.   However, the TP shall

      preserve for the TC on the POR and POD of the parent reservation firm

      capacity equal to that amount prior to the reduction.

            10.5.3 – The TC shall have the right to request the TP to ANNUL

            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 unconditionally honor

            all such requests, and reinstate the capacity on the parent

            reservation such that it may be scheduled, Redirected on a Firm

            or Non-Firm basis to a different path, resold, etc.
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I don't have the exact reference.  I'm pretty sure this quote from FERC came from the discussion for Order 638:

In addition, the UBP NOPR proposed that transmission providers decrement ATC on their internal systems upon accepting a request (without waiting for a customer's confirmation).  At the same time, we invited specific comment on whether ATC should be decremented upon acceptance of a customer's request or upon the customer's confirmation of the acceptance.  We also proposed that ATC postings be updated when the transmission service is reserved (after confirmation).

          We also proposed to clarify the definition of "DISPLACED" by inserting the words "if any" after the word "refusal" to make clear that the existence of a status value for "DISPLACED" in the S&CP Document is not meant to confer any right-of-first-refusal.

     In addition, we proposed to substitute the word "replaced" for "displaced" in the text of the definition.

Comments

     PJM and Cinergy agree with our proposal to require that ATC be decremented internally when a reservation is accepted and that PJM argues that if ATC is not decremented when a reservation is accepted, a customer could be placed in the position of having its request accepted, creating a deal based on the acceptance, and, when it was ready to confirm, another customer could be awarded the service.

     Allegheny Power, Consumers, Duke, TEP, and VEPCO disagree with the proposal and would decrement ATC (both internally and in postings) when the accepted reservation is confirmed by the customer. Allegheny Power cites its experience as the reason for preferring to decrement on confirmation.

Recently, Allegheny Power accepted, without confirmation, as many as 50 reservations on a given path. Allegheny Power claims that decrementing ATC for each reservation would have artificially limited the east to west transmission market by reducing ATC to zero on many paths.  Allegheny Power's ability to sell transmission service would have been limited without a commitment from customers.  Allegheny Power argues that by setting confirmation time limits, requests that are not confirmed are removed from the queue. Allegheny Power also argues that the procedure avoids the possibility of a customer purposely locking up all ATC on a path with no intention of confirming the request. Duke adds that, if ATC is internally decremented upon acceptance, a transmission provider may find itself in the position of having decremented ATC and subsequently having the customer withdraw the request. TEP argues that decrementing ATC when a reservation is confirmed assures a commitment by the customer to pay for the service and allows ATC to be adjusted and posted in a single automated process.

. . .

          In the UBP NOPR, we explained that, unless ATC is updated internally on acceptance, a transmission provider could be placed in the awkward position of having accepted numerous requests for the same constrained capacity and having several customers confirm the deal at the same time.  VEPCO argues that the solution to having customers confirm at the same time is for the transmission provider to displace the later requests. VEPCO also argues that ATC should not be decremented until a customer agrees to pay for it. Consumers' request asks us to clarify the goal of maintaining separate posted and non-posted ATC values, and how transmission providers will use non-posted ATC.  Consumers' point seems to be that there is no value in a transmission provider maintaining non-posted ATC values.

     Discussion

  In the UBP NOPR, we proposed to revise the definition of "displaced" in the Data Element Dictionary and in section 4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Document.

In addition, as discussed in section II.D.4.b, above, we will correct the definition of "displaced" to add the word "not" that was erroneously omitted. With these changes, the definition of "displaced" in section

4.2.10.2 of the S&CP Document will now read as follows:

               DISPLACED =    assigned by Provider or Seller  when a

"CONFIRMED" reservation

                              from a Customer  is replaced by a longer term reservation

                              and the Customer has not exercised right of first refusal, if any (i.e., refused

                              to match terms of new request).  (Final state).

     We continue to believe that it is preferable for transmission providers to decrement ATC internally as reservations are accepted and to decrement ATC postings as reservations are confirmed. VEPCO suggests that rather than decrement ATC internally when reservations are made, transmission providers should displace customers at the end of the queue when confirmations are made.  We believe that VEPCO's suggestion unfairly penalizes customers who have made deals based on acceptance of their reservations and whose unconfirmed reservations are subsequently preempted.

If transmission providers decrement ATC

internally as requests are made, then customers at the end of the queue will not have their reservations accepted until, and if, space becomes available.  Consequently, fewer customers whose requests were accepted will be denied service.

     By contrast, VEPCO's suggestion would extend acceptances to customers further down the queue, who could preempt customers who had made their requests earlier, but who had not yet confirmed.  This undercuts the customer confirmation time limits agreed on by the industry and that we are adopting in Table 4-2, and is not a desired outcome.  ….

Regarding Consumers' request for clarification of what we expect to achieve by having transmission providers maintain an internal ATC value and a posted ATC value, keeping track internally of how much ATC has been reserved allows transmission providers to know when reservations reach the capacity limit of a path.  This offers the benefit of allowing transmission providers to cease accepting reservations until capacity becomes available (either through the withdrawal of a pending request or the expiration of a confirmation time limit). The foregoing discussion of Consumers' request for clarification explains why the Commission finds merit in having a transmission provider internally decrement ATC at the time it accepts a customer's request.  This discussion should not be interpreted as revising the requirements for updating ATC postings established in Order No. 889, which requires that, "A [ATC and TTC] posting for a constrained path must be updated when transmission service on the path is reserved or service ends or when the path's TTC changes by more than 10 percent," and "[p]ostings for an unconstrained posted path must be updated when the ATC changes by more than 20 percent of the path's TTC."

As discussed in section II.D.1, above, we will adopt this guide as Standard 4.18.

                      "SINGH JAGJIT"
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                      Please respond to

                      weqits

John,

Do you have reference to FERC requirement of "Reduce ATC on Approval"?

Thank you.

Jagjit

-----Original Message-----

From: weqits-owner@mail.naesb.org [mailto:weqits-owner@mail.naesb.org]On
Behalf Of John_Calder@dom.com

Sent: Thursday, September 30, 2004 4:12 AM

To: weqess@naesb.org; weqits@naesb.org

Subject: Re: Revised Redirect Recommendation

Sorry I missed yesterday afternoon's discussion, but after a quick read, I have a couple of comments:

The 9.4.2 requirement, "The TP shall evaluate each such request independently of all other such Redirect requests with the knowledge that only those requests up to the Capacity Available to Redirect may ultimately be confirmed."  causes a couple of problems:

      First, it directly contradicts FERC's requirement to reduce ATC's based on Acceptance of a request.  And, ATC's would have to be reduced so

that        other requests could be evaluated.

      Second, while the concept could possibly work if each of the Redirects were for the remaining CAR, the ability of the TC to divide the

CAR into multiple       requests  which may be confirmed and which may

interact could cause problems.

10.4.2 and all of 10.5 need to be reconsidered based on the 10.1.4 requirement for pre-confirmation.
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