March 23, 2007


Bonneville Power Administration Comments on Proposed R04006D –
Resales and Transfers to align requirements with Order 890
1)  Standard Y - BPA does not allow assignment of non-firm transmission.  We would like to see latitude to not assign non-firm reflected here.
2) Standard Y.1 – BPA has put a standard in place to not allow resales or transassigns of short-term transmission reservations while still in the conditional window.  It creates some odd competition scenarios.  If this standard is going to stay, need to think through all of the possible combinations of events and provide some guidance for appropriate handling. 

x) Standard Y.1.7 – Few people in the industry do contracts for short-term transactions.  Is a contract reflecting the assignment really necessary when a party is assigning 1 hour of transmission and doing so 1 hour prior to flow?  What about 1 day, or 1 week, or even 1 month?  This seems highly undesirable and unworkable.  Perhaps this issue could be addressed here?
3) Standard Y.2.2 – It would be useful to add a timing element for nullifying a resale in the absence of an executed agreement.  Appropriate timing may be different depending on the product being assigned or how far in advance of flow the assignment was made.  For example, if a contract has been tendered, does the party have the standard 15 days to execute it (assuming there are 15 days remaining prior to start of flow) or does the party have up until 24 hours prior to the start of flow, what about holidays, weekends, etc for the timing requirement.  See comments on 4 below as well.  

4) Standard Y.3.1 – Not imposing any restrictions regarding the timing of a resale seems quite difficult if the requirement for a contract means a contract reflecting the assignment and not just the existence of a service agreement.  In that case,  the need to then validate the contract and communicate that it has been received to the right people (or conversely have time to nullify the reservation means that the TP needs some time to ensure that it can carry out its responsibilities.  If the requirement is for a contract reflecting the assigned reserved capacity, transmission providers need to be able to put a standard in place requiring X amount of notification prior to the start of flow so that the contract can be prepared and processed in time. For example, a reasonable standard might be to require 2 weeks of notice prior to the start of flow for an assignment of 1 year or more, 1 week of notice prior to the start of flow for transactions of 364 days to 30 days, 3 business days of notice for transactions from 1 day to 29 days, and 1 business day for transactions of less than 24 hours.  That would allow time for the contract to be written, sent to the parties, signed by them, received back by the transmission provider, signed by them, and fully executed copies sent to all parties.  In instances where the contract is not received, it would also allow a reasonable period of time for the TP to nullify the transaction prior to flow.   
5) Standard Y.6 – It is not desirable and may not even be workable to treat redirects of resales exactly the same way if the redirect results in the capacity being subject to competition without substantial modification to the way OASIS handles competition in this scenario.  For example, if a customer who redirects capacity from a reassignment has to match in a competition, they now have 1 AREF that has to be billed at 2 rates – the “assignment rate” and the TP’s rate for the matching portion of the service that they have purchased from 2 different parties, and at two different rates.  BPA currently bills the Assignor for the capacity and resolved this issue by allowing redirected assigned capacity to be identified as a “defender” in a competition only when there is enough capacity in the assignment to allow the assignee to match.  I suspect that a lot of billing systems will have problems trying to assign two prices to a single AREF. Alternatively, the matching portion could be assigned a different AREF, but that would require some rather unique OASIS functionality to be developed and may be annoying to users from the perspective of creating even more AREFs for them to deal with in scheduling and tagging.  
6) Standard Z.1.2 – Again, it would be helpful to have an industry standard on the timing of each parties’ actions.  How long does the assignee have to confirm?  How long does the transmission provider have to approve?  Should those standards vary depending on the length of the resale or assignment? 
7) Standard Z.2 – The way that this is worded fails to acknowledge that this is a three party transaction.  I’m not sure what the series of OASIS statuses will be for these transactions when there are three parties involved, but saying that upon confirmation the Reseller is released from the financial obligations seems wrong given that today on OASIS a resale or assignment becomes confirmed without any input from the TP.  
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