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	Cite
	Pages
	¶
	Area
	Description/Text of Cite
	NAESB Effort?
	Questions/Notes/Actions

	1
	NOPR
	40-41
	51
	1
	Consistency and transparency of ATC calculations. The Commission finds that the lack of a consistent, industry-wide methodology for calculating ATC, and the lack of adequate transparency in ATC calculations, increases the potential for undue discrimination and also makes undue discrimination more difficult to detect. The lack of consistent standards can facilitate undue discrimination by giving a transmission provider the discretion, and hence the ability and opportunity, to favor itself and its affiliates over third parties in how it calculates and allocates ATC and, therefore, may be unjust, unreasonable, unduly discriminatory and preferential. As a result, we propose to give the industry specific guidance and a firm deadline to develop certain requirements to make the process of calculating ATC and the process of exchanging data between transmission providers about ATC more consistent. In addition, we propose to amend pro forma OATT requirements as well as our OASIS regulations to increase the transparency in how ATC is calculated.
	Yes
	Assigned to a joint effort with NAESB and NERC, corresponds to:

NAESB request R05004 (revised) “Develop transmission service request and scheduling standards using TTC/ATC/AFC and CBM/TRM”
and two SARs: Standard Revision to Existing Standard MOD-001-0, and Standard Revision to Standards MOD 004, MOD005, MOD006, MOD008, and MOD 009


	2
	NOPR
	41-42
	52
	2
	Requirement for coordinated, open and transparent transmission planning. The Commission finds that Order No. 888 does not contain sufficient protections to guard against undue discrimination in transmission system planning. This, in turn, can affect a customer’s ability to obtain transmission service and the price it pays for transmission. Specifically, Order No. 888 does not require sufficient coordination, openness, and transparency in transmission planning to ensure that new infrastructure is constructed to meet the needs of all eligible customers on a not unduly discriminatory basis. Without adequate coordination and open participation, market participants have minimal input or insight into whether a particular transmission plan treats all loads and generators comparably. To ensure that truly comparable transmission service is provided by all public utility transmission providers, including RTOs and ISOs, we propose to amend the pro forma OATT to require coordinated, open, and transparent transmission planning on both a sub-regional and regional level. To implement this remedy, we propose eight planning principles that each public utility transmission provider will be required to follow. We recognize that many regions have made significant progress in recent years in creating greater openness and transparency in transmission planning and believe our proposed reforms will build upon, strengthen, and improve this progress to reform transmission planning.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation of NAESB business practices?

	3
	NOPR
	42
	53
	3
	Energy and Generator Imbalance Charges. We find that existing energy and generator imbalance charges may be excessive and otherwise unrelated to the cost of providing the service and, therefore, propose to reform energy and generator imbalance pricing. We propose to require that all such imbalance charges meet the following criteria: the charges must (1) be related to the cost of correcting the imbalance, (2) be tailored to encourage accurate scheduling behavior, such as by increasing the percentage of the adder as the deviations become larger, and (3) account for the special circumstances presented by intermittent generators, such as by waiving the higher ends of the deviation penalties.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation of NAESB business practices?

	4
	NOPR
	42-43
	53
	3
	Capacity Reassignment Pricing. We find that the existing cap on the reassignment of point-to-point service may no longer be just and reasonable and, therefore, propose to eliminate the cap. We believe that removing the cap will eliminate an unnecessary impediment to the resale of capacity, which in turn should increase utilization of the grid and otherwise ensure that point-to-point service is just, reasonable and not unduly discriminatory. We seek comment on this proposal and, in particular, the nature of the reporting obligations that should be imposed as part of lifting the cap on reassignment.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation of NAESB business practices, modification to OASIS S&CP?

	5
	NOPR
	43
	53
	3
	Crediting of Customer-Owned Facilities. … However, we propose to eliminate the requirement that new facilities can receive credits only if they are "jointly planned" because this requirement may provide a disincentive to coordinated planning. Rather, we propose that such new facilities be eligible for credits if: (1) such facilities are integrated into the operations of the transmission provider’s facilities, and (2) such facilities would be eligible for inclusion in the transmission provider’s annual transmission revenue requirement if owned by the transmission provider.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation of NAESB business practices?

	6
	NOPR
	43-44
	54
	4
	Improvements to Point-to-Point Service. The Commission concludes that the existing methods for evaluating requests for long-term firm point-to-point service may no longer be just, reasonable and not unduly discriminatory. When a transmission provider considers a new resource to serve native load, the transmission provider does not eliminate an otherwise economic option because the resource may not be deliverable in a few hours of the year. For transmission customers, however, the transmission provider evaluates whether service can be granted in every hour of the year that is modeled and, if not, it informs the customer that service cannot be provided out of existing transfer capability. Only if the transmission customer agrees to pay for time-consuming and costly facilities studies does the transmission provider evaluate redispatch options, including whether they are less expensive than the upgrade options. The Commission proposes to address this problem by clarifying that a transmission provider must use all of its available redispatch options to satisfy a request for firm point-to-point service and, at the transmission customer's option, these redispatch options must be studied before the customer is obligated to incur the costs and time delays associated with a facilities study. The Commission also seeks comment on whether this remedy is adequate or, alternatively, whether the Commission should modify the nature of point-to-point service to require that transmission providers offer a "conditional firm" service that would be subject to curtailment prior to firm service only a limited number of hours of the year.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation of NAESB business practices?

	7
	NOPR
	44-45
	55
	5
	Reform of rollover rights. The Commission concludes that section 2.2 of the pro forma OATT, which grants an ongoing right to transmission customers to renew or “rollover” their contracts, is in need of reform. The Commission proposes to revise that provision to apply to contracts that have a minimum term of five years, rather than the current minimum term of one year. We conclude that this reform will ensure that the rollover right is enjoyed by transmission customers that have made a significant commitment to (and investment in) the transmission grid. In addition, the Commission proposes that a transmission customer eligible for rollover rights must provide notice of whether or not it will exercise its right of first refusal to renew the contract no less than one year prior to the expiration date of the transmission service agreement, rather than within the current 60-day period.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation of NAESB business practices related to rollover standards? See item 22

	8
	NOPR
	45
	56
	1
	Increases in transparency to lessen the opportunities to discriminate and reduce transaction costs. In addition to the increased transparency we propose to require regarding the calculation of ATC and transmission planning, we propose to increase the transparency of transmission service provided under the pro forma OATT in several other respects. For example, we propose to require transmission providers and their network customers to use the transmission provider’s OASIS to request designation of a new network resource and to terminate the designation of an existing network resource. In addition, we propose to require the transmission provider to modify its OASIS so that requests to designate and terminate a network resource can be queried. We also propose to require the transmission provider to post on its OASIS a list of its current designated network resources and all network customers’ current designated network resources. Finally, we propose to require transmission providers to post on OASIS all their business rules, practices and standards that relate to transmission services provided under the pro forma OATT.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices? See item 22

	9
	NOPR
	45-46
	57
	2
	Strengthening enforcement of the pro forma OATT. Our proposed reforms include several clarifications of the terms and conditions of the pro forma OATT that have made undue discrimination difficult to detect and otherwise frustrated enforcement of the obligation to provide open access, non-discriminatory transmission service. Our new civil penalty authority under EPAct 2005 gives us ample power to remedy tariff violations, but it also places upon us an increased responsibility to make the rules as clear as possible. In addition, we propose a number of posting and reporting requirements that will provide the Commission and market participants with information about each transmission provider’s performance of pro forma OATT obligations. For example, we propose to require transmission providers to post specific performance metrics related to their completion of studies required under the pro forma OATT. We note that the Commission will continue to audit compliance with the pro forma OATT, and toward that end propose to require transmission information kept on OASIS to be retained for audit purposes for five years. Finally, we make a number of proposals relating to operational penalties assessed under the pro forma OATT, including so-called “over-use” penalties, and the treatment of operational penalty revenues collected from transmission providers and their affiliates.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices for reporting?  See item 22

	10
	NOPR
	46-47
	58
	2
	Miscellaneous OATT improvements. We propose a number of improvements to the terms and conditions of the pro forma OATT to incorporate the lessons learned over the past ten years. We briefly note these below:

Hourly Firm. We propose to require transmission providers to offer hourly firm service under the pro forma OATT.

Designation of network resources. We propose to make a number of clarifications related to the types of agreements that may be designated as network resources, the process for verifying whether agreements meet the requirements in the pro forma OATT, and the requirement for transmission providers to designate and undesignate network resources. We also propose to require customers to submit an attestation with each application to designate a new network resource.

Reservation priorities. We propose to change the priority rules to give priority to pre-confirmed transmission service requests submitted in the same time period. We also propose to add price as a tie-breaker in determining reservation queue priority when the transmission provider is willing to discount transmission service. 

Clarifications related to network service. We propose to clarify that a network customer may not use secondary network service to bring energy onto its system to support an off-system sale if the purchased power does not displace the customer’s own higher cost generation. We also propose clarifications related to use of network service on an “as available basis” and to “redirects” of network service. 

Definitions. In addition to some minor revisions, we propose to add a definition of “non-firm sales” to the pro forma OATT and propose to amend the definition of Good Utility Practice to reference the definition of “reliable operation” adopted in EPAct 2005.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices? 

	11
	NOPR
	53
	70
	5
	However, to the extent commenters argue that the terms of service and notice periods associated with the OATT rollover rights are too short to protect native load adequately, we note that we are proposing to extend them in this NOPR.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices currently under development for rollovers? 

	12
	NOPR
	54
	71
	2
	We further note, in response to the comments of Nevada Companies and TAPS, that we are proposing a coordinated and regional planning process to facilitate the planning and expansion of transmission facilities pursuant to FPA section 217.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices or require any posting on OASIS systems?

	13
	NOPR
	89
	127
	1
	Based on the recommendations in the NERC Report, NERC has two Standards Authorization Request (SAR) proceedings underway to revise the standards on ATC. The first SAR proceeding proposes changes to the existing standards on ATC to, among other things, further establish consistency (on a regional basis) in the calculation of ATC and to increase the clarity of each transmission provider’s ATC calculation methodology. The second SAR proceeding proposes certain changes to NERC’s existing standards on the ATC components of CBM and TRM. This proceeding also calls for greater regional consistency and transparency in how CBM and TRM are treated in transmission providers’ ATC calculations. Also, based on the recommendations in the NERC Report, the North American Energy Standards Board (NAESB) has a proceeding underway to develop business practice standards to enhance the processing of transmission service requests, which use TTC, ATC and/or AFC.
	YES
	ATC business practices are currently under development.  See item 1.

	14
	NOPR
	102
	148
	1
	We propose to address the potential for remaining undue discrimination in the determination of ATC by requiring industry-wide consistency and transparency of certain definitions, data, modeling assumptions and components of ATC. We propose to provide general guidance regarding the aspects of ATC calculation that we believe should be more consistent and direct public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, to use our guidance to revise the relevant standards and business practices. In addition, we propose to require increased detail in the pro forma OATT regarding the method of calculating ATC and to amend our OASIS regulations to require increased transparency.
	YES
	ATC business practices are currently under development.  See item 1.

	15
	NOPR
	107-108
	155
	1
	The Commission proposes to require public utilities, working through NERC, to develop the standards we set forth below within 6 months of the final rule in this proceeding. Consistent with NERC’s existing efforts, we propose to require the development of standards for: (1) ATC/AFC, TTC/Total Flowgate Capacity (TFC), ETC, CBM, and TRM calculation methodologies, (2) data inputs, (3) modeling assumptions, (4) ATC calculation frequency, and (5) data exchange and coordination processes. We further propose to require public utilities, working through NAESB, to work with NERC to identify the appropriate business practices to complement the standards developed by NERC. We discuss below each of the elements for which we propose to require more consistency. We seek comment on these elements of the ATC calculation and, in particular, whether certain elements are more susceptible to further consistency than others and whether certain elements should be prioritized over others because they represent the source of most disputes between transmission providers and customers. We recognize the need to focus on those elements of the ATC calculation that are most susceptible to further consistency and most important in terms of eliminating opportunities for undue discrimination.
	YES
	ATC business practices are currently under development.  See item 1.

	16
	NOPR
	108
	156
	1
	Accordingly, we propose to achieve greater consistency in ATC calculations by directing the development of consistent definitions of the components of ATC, as well as consistent data inputs, data exchange and coordination protocols, and modeling assumptions, as discussed further below.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices currently under development for ATC or will they require the standard postings as noted in item 22? 

	17
	NOPR
	111-112
	161
	1
	One option is to require that clear standards be developed for how the CBM value should be determined and allocated across transmission paths, and for which customers CBM should be used.  Consistent with the standards development process that is already in progress, we propose that these standards specify how CBM should be reserved to allow any load-serving entity to meet generation reliability criteria on a nondiscriminatory basis. In addition, we propose that NERC specify emergency generation deficiency conditions during which a load-serving entity will be allowed to use the transfer capability reserved as CBM.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices currently under development for ATC or will they require the standard postings as noted in item 22?

	18
	NOPR
	117
	168
	1
	The Commission also supports the development of clear standards on how often ATC/AFC and its individual components are calculated and updated. The Commission proposes that public utilities, working through NERC and NAESB, develop standards requiring that the calculation be performed on a consistent time interval among transmission providers and in a manner that closely reflects the actual topology of the system concerning generation and transmission outages, load forecast, interchange schedules, transmission reservations, facility ratings, and other necessary data. The Commission also supports uniform updating of ATC values and components by adjacent control areas.
	???
	Will any of these changes correspond to creation or modification of NAESB OASIS business practices currently under development for ATC or will they require the standard postings as noted in item 22?

	19
	NOPR
	125-126
	186
	1
	Our existing regulations require ATC and TTC on constrained paths to be updated when: (1) transactions are reserved, (2) service ends, or (3) whenever the TTC estimate for the path changes by more than 10 percent. We do not believe that this regulation has resulted in sufficient information to determine why ATC values changed. To provide a transmission customer with useful information to assist with its evaluation of monthly and yearly firm transmission service options, we propose to supplement the existing regulations by requiring the transmission provider to post a brief, but specific, narrative explanation of the reason for the posted change in the monthly and yearly ATC values on a constrained path.
	???
	Will this need to be posted on OASIS and will it require development of or changes to existing NAESB OASIS BPs? See item 22

	20
	NOPR
	127-128
	189
	1
	We also propose to require the transmission provider and network customers to use the transmission provider’s OASIS to request designation of a new network resource and to terminate the designation of a network resource. As with other transmission request information posted on OASIS, the transmission provider should keep designation and termination information posted on OASIS for 90 days and should make designation and termination information available upon request for five years, consistent with 18 CFR 37.7(b) (2005). Transmission customers will be able to query requests to designate and terminate a network resource under 18 CFR 37.6(a)(6)(2005). We propose to require the transmission provider to post on its OASIS a list of its current designated network resources and all network customers’ current designated network resources. The list of network resources should include the name of the resource, its geographic and electrical location, and the amount of capacity from the unit to be designated as a network resource.
	???
	As this is to be posted on OASIS, will it require development of or changes to existing NAESB OASIS BPs? See item 22

	21
	NOPR
	130-131
	193
	4
	Accordingly, we propose to add a requirement in our regulations for transmission providers to post on OASIS certain metrics related to the provision of transmission service under the pro forma OATT. Specifically, we propose to require transmission providers to post data each month concerning transmission service requests associated with particular paths or flowgates that would clearly identify the number of requests that have been accepted and the number of requests that have been denied during the prior month. The posted data would show: (1) the number of non-affiliate requests for transmission service that have been rejected and (2) the total number of non-affiliate requests for transmission service that have been made. This posting would distinguish between the length of the service request (e.g., short-term or long-term requests) and between the type of service requested (e.g., firm point-to-point, non-firm point-to-point or network service). We also propose that the transmission provider post similar information for affiliate transactions. In other words, the transmission provider would also post: (1) the number of affiliate requests for transmission service that have been rejected, and (2) the total number of affiliate requests for transmission service that have been made. Similarly, this posting would distinguish between the length of the service request (e.g., short-term or long-term requests) and between the type of service requested (e.g., firm point-to-point, non-firm point-to-point or network service).
	???
	As this is to be posted on OASIS, will it require development of or changes to existing NAESB OASIS BPs?  See item 22

	22
	NOPR
	132
	195
	4
	For all of our proposed OASIS reforms, we propose to require public utilities, working through NAESB, to develop standards for consistent methods of posting the new requirements on OASIS so that a common format is used.
	YES
	

	23
	NOPR
	152
	214
	4
	8. Congestion Studies – The transmission provider is required annually to prepare studies identifying “significant and recurring” congestion and post such studies on its OASIS. The studies should analyze and report on the location and magnitude of the congestion; possible remedies for the elimination of the congestion, in whole or in part; the associated costs of congestion; and the cost associated with relieving congestion through system enhancements (or other means). The Commission seeks comment on how to define “significant and recurring” congestion, such as by reference to generation redispatch, repeated denials of service requests, zero ATC, frequent curtailments or a combination of these factors. The required congestion studies would address both “local” congestion (i.e., within the transmission provider’s system) and congestion between control areas and subregions. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that affected market participants, state commissions, and this Commission understand both the costs of recurring transmission congestion and the remedies. The Commission seeks comment on how this information should be used by the transmission provider and market participants to address significant and recurring congestion.
	???
	As congestion studies are posted on OASIS, will it require development of or changes to existing NAESB OASIS BPs?  See item 22

	24
	NOPR
	158
	219
	2
	Finally, the Commission seeks comment on the level of detail to be required in transmission providers’ OATTs.
	???
	Will business practices need to be developed to describe the level of detail for transmission planning?  

Will posting on OASIS and the standardization referred to item 22 be part of this effort?

	25
	NOPR
	170
	238
	3
	The Commission proposes to modify the current pro forma OATT Schedule 4 treatment of energy imbalances and to adopt a separate pro forma OATT schedule for the treatment of generator imbalances. More specifically, the Commission seeks to balance the needs of transmission providers to operate their transmission systems in a reliable manner with the needs of transmission customers to have reasonable access to those systems at just and reasonable rates, as well as the needs of a variety of transmission customers with different generator sources.
	???
	Will business practices need to be developed to support practices outlined for determining and compensating for energy imbalances?  

Will posting on OASIS and the standardization referred to item 22 be part of this effort?

	26
	NOPR
	174-175
	245
	3
	However, we seek comment on whether the current return-in-kind approach to inadvertent energy encourages leaning on the grid in times of shortage, and therefore whether any reforms in this area are appropriate. Would pricing inadvertent energy at incremental cost (or some variant thereof) be an appropriate disincentive? If any reforms in this area are appropriate, should they be pursued under FPA section 215 as part of the review of reliability standards?
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, this may affect NAESB business practices for inadvertent interchange.

	27
	NOPR
	190
	270
	4
	Because capacity reassignment does not appear to have developed into a competitive alternative to primary capacity, the Commission is proposing modifications to its existing pricing policy. We propose removing the price cap on capacity reassignment and allowing negotiated rates for transmission capacity reassigned by transmission customers. We do not propose to lift the price cap for capacity resold by transmission providers or their affiliates due to market power concerns.
	???
	Will business practices need to be developed to reflect the removal of the price cap on capacity reassignment and does this affect the NAESB standards for OASIS S&CP?  

	28
	NOPR
	194
	276
	4
	The Commission seeks comment on the quarterly reports and OASIS postings we propose to require from transmission providers under this proposal. They will be based on information that we will require assignors to give to transmission providers. What information should we require in the quarterly reports and OASIS postings, i.e., information about the capacity released, the original rate paid for that capacity, the price charged to the assignee for the capacity, and the term of the assignment? Is other information necessary for operational and reliability purposes? Are additional reports by assignors to the transmission provider necessary, and if so, what information should be reported by assignors? Should the Commission establish a new quarterly reporting process, e.g., a new form, or utilize the existing electronic electric quarterly report procedures? How frequently should the OASIS postings be made?
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, this may affect NAESB business practices for OASIS postings -- see item 22.

	29
	NOPR
	213
	305
	5
	The Commission believes there are two basic options for addressing this problem. The first option focuses on generation redispatch to accommodate long-term firm point-to-point service, while the second option creates a modified form of firm point-to-point service that includes non-firm service in a defined number of hours of the year when firm point-to-point service is not available. The Commission's preliminary view is that the redispatch option is superior because it: (1) mirrors the way that transmission providers plan for bundled retail native load, (2) would provide firm service to new entrants, rather than service that is subject to more frequent curtailment in certain hours of the year, and (3) may avoid certain implementation issues associated with designing a modified long-term point-to-point service. However, we seek comment on this preliminary view and on both of the options outlined below
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices need to be developed to support the redispatch option or the modified form of long-term point-to-point service?  
NAESB made a filing with the FERC in support of NERC filing on market redispatch that may have an impact on this item.

	30
	NOPR
	216
	309
	5
	However, we propose to require the transmission provider, when it cannot accommodate a long-term firm point-to-point transmission request through redispatch of its own resources, to identify the generators in other control areas that could relieve the constraint on the affected flowgates to allow the transmission customer to seek redispatch with transmission providers in adjacent control areas to remove such constraints. We also seek comment on whether to expand the existing OATT obligation to require the transmission provider to redispatch not just its own resources, but those of its network customers also, subject to the network customers receiving appropriate compensation when their resources are redispatched.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices need to be developed to support the changes to the redispatch program and OATT obligations? 

	31
	NOPR
	221
	317
	5
	We ask for comment on whether all or a portion of SPP’s, Deseret’s, or PacifiCorp’s proposals should form the basis for a generic redispatch provision that could be included in the pro forma OATT, as a means of ensuring that redispatch service is available and priced on a just and reasonable basis.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices need to be developed to support the generic redispatch provision? 

	32
	NOPR
	221
	318
	5
	Finally, we recognize that a transmission provider may need to coordinate with marketing affiliate or energy affiliate employees to arrange generation redispatch. However, such communication and coordination raise potential problems for the transmission provider regarding compliance with the Commission’s Standards of Conduct, which require separating transmission function employees from wholesale marketing and energy affiliate employees. We seek comment on what communication and coordination protocols can be established to permit the provision of generation redispatch in a manner that is not unduly discriminatory or preferential, and consistent with the Standards of Conduct.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices need to be developed for communication and coordination protocols to permit the provision of generation redispatch?

	33
	NOPR
	227
	324
	5
	Further, we propose that customers with conditional firm service would qualify for rollover rights provided that they meet the other rollover right conditions proposed herein. The service agreement for conditional firm service would specify the number of conditional curtailment hours. The transmission provider would not be required to plan for service to the conditional firm customer during the conditional curtailment hours.  We seek comment on the application of rollover rights to the conditional firm service.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will this provision affect the NAESB BPs currently under development for rollover rights?

	
	
	231
	331
	4
	We seek comment on the most appropriate method of modeling the transmission system to determine the number of conditional curtailment hours. We also recognize that additional studies may cause additional costs. We seek comment on methods of ensuring recovery of these additional costs.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices be needed to determine conditional curtailment hours?

	34
	NOPR
	231-232
	332
	4
	If the service is treated as firm during a certain period, the transaction would not be cut before other firm uses. The transmission provider would have to perform a calculus, taking into account forecast load and transmission and generation availability, to determine the need to cut the conditional firm transaction in the next period prior to scheduling the transaction as conditional firm. While we do not view this as an insurmountable problem, we note that the decision to curtail a conditional firm transaction prior to other firm uses simply cannot be made in real time. We also note that the transmission provider would need to develop a mechanism to track the number of annual conditional curtailment hours in each service agreement and its annual or monthly use of those hours. Such a tracking mechanism would ensure that the transmission provider did not exceed the annual or monthly cap on conditional curtailment hours in any particular service agreement.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices be needed to provide for a tracking mechanism? 

	35
	NOPR
	239
	343
	4
	Therefore, we conclude that the concerns expressed in Order No. 888 regarding unduly discriminatory effects of hourly firm service have proven unfounded, and we propose that hourly firm service be a required offering in the pro forma OATT.
	???
	Will business practices be needed to provide for an hourly firm service?

	36
	NOPR
	241-242
	345
	4
	As for allowing transmission customers to batch requests for service, we conclude that allowing such batching creates administrative efficiencies for the transmission customer and transmission provider alike. Therefore, we propose allowing transmission customers to batch requests and schedules for hourly firm service that will be provided within the same day.
	???
	Will business practices be needed to provide for batching requests for service?

	37
	NOPR
	242
	347
	4
	Finally, we propose that, consistent with other durations of service, the confirmation period for hourly firm service specified in section 13.2 of the pro forma OATT will allow longer-term requests for service to preempt shorter hourly firm requests for service until one hour before the commencement of hourly firm service.
	???
	Will business practices be needed to provide for the longer-term requests for service to preempt shorter hourly firm requests for service until one hour before the commencement of hourly firm service?

	38
	NOPR
	250
	356
	2
	The Commission’s proposal is consistent with the transmission customers’ comments that the right of first refusal should be designed to ensure long-term service. Extending the minimum term of the right of first refusal agreements to five years will encourage long-term use of the grid. In addition, the one-year prior notice requirement should allow adequate time for transmission providers to re-market unused capacity that may result from a transmission customer choosing not to roll over a service agreement. The one-year notice provision also should limit the instances when the transmission provider must turn away a transmission request only to find out that it could accommodate the request after the transmission customer elected not to roll over. These changes should result in a more efficient use of the transmission grid.
	???
	Should the business practices currently under development for rollover rights be modified to reflect this proposal?

	39
	NOPR
	251
	358
	2
	We believe that our proposal to extend the term of the right of first refusal from one to five years should address, in many respects, the concern of transmission providers that the existing right of first refusal is unfair to native load customers. Under this proposal, a right of first refusal will no longer be granted to users of the grid on an annual basis, but rather only to those making longer-term commitments to the grid, as do native load customers. In addition, while we expect a transmission provider to be continually updating its forecast for native load growth and applying this updated projection to new requests for service, applying this to contracts at rollover may require an additional change to the right of first refusal process. Specifically, the transmission provider would have to compete for the capacity rather than reclaim it through its rights to reserve capacity for native load growth. We seek comment on whether this change would be appropriate.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will the OASIS BPs require changes to support the modified right of first refusal process?

	40
	NOPR
	257
	367
	5
	In Order No. 676, the Commission adopted the “Standards for Business Practices and Communication Protocols for Public Utilities” developed by the NAESB’s Wholesale Electric Quadrant (WEQ). Order No. 676 incorporates the aforementioned standards by reference into the Commission’s regulations; requires public utilities to implement the standards by July 1, 2006; and requires public utilities to file revisions to their OATTs to include these standards. The WEQ Standards recently adopted by the Commission include a number of standards addressing requirements for dealing with redirects on both a firm and non-firm basis. In fact, all of the WEQ Standards dealing with redirects were adopted by the Commission in Order No. 676, except for WEQ Standard 001-9.7, which addresses the impact of a firm redirect on a long-term firm transmission customer’s rollover rights under section 2.2 of the pro forma OATT. The Commission directed the WEQ to reconsider WEQ Standard 001-9.7 and to adopt a revised standard consistent with the Commission’s policies. The Commission also offered guidance to assist the WEQ in developing a standard that is consistent with Commission policy.
	YES
	NAESB is currently modifying the WEQ Standard 001-9.7 which addresses the impact of a firm redirect on a long-term firm transmission customer’s rollover rights under section 2.2 of the pro forma OATT.

	41
	NOPR
	259-260
	369
	5
	The Commission anticipates that a number of other concerns, while perhaps not yet addressed (or addressed fully) by a WEQ Standard, are nevertheless the types of issues appropriate for the WEQ process. The Commission therefore proposes that each commenter that continues to believe additional reform is necessary in this area also evaluate whether its concerns would more appropriately be addressed by the WEQ as it considers its next version of its standards. Specifically, as noted above, the WEQ is in the process of reevaluating WEQ Standard 001-9.7, dealing with redirects and rollovers, so that it is consistent with the Commission’s guidance given in Order No. 676. The Commission requests comment on whether the WEQ process, along with the guidance provided by the Commission in Order No. 676, is sufficient to address the concerns of commenters that seek clarification on the interplay between redirects and rollovers.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, additional changes may be needed to WEQ Standard 001-9.7 and other related standards.

	42
	NOPR
	269-270
	382
	4
	Therefore, we propose to require transmission providers to post on their OASIS sites metrics that track their performance in processing system impact studies and facilities studies associated with requests for transmission service. Transmission providers will be required to post the performance metrics, outlined below, for each calendar quarter. Transmission providers should begin tracking their performance upon the effective date of the final rule in this proceeding and keep the quarterly performance metrics posted on their OASIS sites for three calendar years. The transmission provider will be required to post the quarterly performance metrics within 15 days of the end of the quarter. The performance metrics outlined below should be calculated separately for affiliates’ and non-affiliates’ requests for short-term and long-term transmission service. A transmission provider also will be required to post performance metrics for studies that it conducts for RTOs.
	YES
	See item 22.  For information posted on OASIS sites, NAESB has been asked to work on consistent methods of posting and common formats.
Paragraph 383, p 270, of the NOPR provides the details for posting.

	43
	NOPR
	273
	385
	4
	In addition to the operational penalty described above, we propose to require transmission providers to post on their OASIS sites additional performance metrics after making a notification filing. Transmission providers will have to post these performance metrics until they process at least 90 percent of all system impact and facilities studies within 60 days after the study agreement has been executed. Starting the quarter following a notification filing, the transmission provider will be required to post: (1) the average, across completed system impact studies, of the employee-hours expended per completed system impact study; (2) the average, across completed facilities studies, of employee-hours expended per completed facilities study, (3) the number of employees devoted to processing system impact studies, and (4) the number of employees devoted to processing facilities studies. These additional performance metrics should be calculated separately for affiliates’ and non-affiliates’ requests for transmission service and for short-term and long-term transmission service.
	YES
	See item 22.  For information posted on OASIS sites, NAESB has been asked to work on consistent methods of posting and common formats.

Paragraph 383, p 270, of the NOPR provides the details for posting.

	44
	NOPR
	279-280
	393
	4
	We also provide general guidance regarding which business practices should be filed as part of a transmission provider’s OATT and which should be posted on OASIS. Given this additional clarity and the business practices already mandated by Order No. 676, we seek comment on whether commenters believe additional standardization of request queue processing is necessary. If so, we seek comment on the specific issues commenters believe are not clearly prescribed in Order No. 676 or this NOPR and which require additional mandatory queue processing business practices.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, additional business practices may be needed for queue processing.

	45
	NOPR
	282
	399
	4
	In response to comments that transmission customers that have the financial resources to purchase software and employ staff to continually monitor OASIS sites have an unfair advantage under a first-come, first-served approach, we seek comment regarding whether any such advantage would be mitigated if all requests submitted within a 5-minute window, with duration as a tie breaker, were deemed to have been submitted simultaneously. We also seek comment on whether transmission customers could game a 5 minute equivalent priority standard to request transmission service only after another transmission customer has made a request. To the extent we adopt a 5 minute equivalent priority standard, we propose to allocate capacity on a pro rata basis, though we seek comment on other methods for allocating limited transmission capacity among equivalent priority requests of equal duration.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices be needed for a 5 minute priority standard and allocation of capacity?
See paragraphs 400 and 401 on page 283 for additional possible changes in policy for priority rules that may require development of business practices.

	46
	NOPR
	291-292
	413
	4
	We propose to require the transmission provider’s merchant function as well as network customers to include a statement with each application to designate a new network resource that attests that: (1) the transmission customer owns or has committed to purchase the new designated network resource, and (2) the new designated network resource comports with the requirements for designated network resources. The network customer should include this attestation in the customer’s comment section of the request when it confirms the request. Similarly, we propose that all entities that submit an application for network service be required to include a statement with the application for service that attests that, for each network resource identified in the application for service: (1) the transmission customer owns or has committed to purchase the designated network resource, and (2) the designated network resource comports with the requirements for designated network resources.
	???
	Will the attestation provided by the transmission provider’s merchant function or the network customers require changes to the OASIS systems including postings of information that are referenced in item 22?

	47
	NOPR
	292
	414
	4
	We propose that if the network customer does not include an attestation when it confirms its request, the transmission provider will notify the network customer within 15 days of confirmation that its request is deficient. Wherever possible, the transmission provider will attempt to remedy deficiencies in the request through informal communications with the network customer. If such efforts are unsuccessful, the transmission provider will terminate the network customer’s request and change the status of the request on OASIS to "retracted." This termination will be without prejudice to the network customer submitting a new request that includes the required attestation. The network customer will be assigned a new priority consistent with the date of the new request.
	???
	Will the confirmation process including the status of the request for service from the network customer require changes to the OASIS systems including postings of information that are referenced in item 22?

	48
	NOPR
	296
	423
	1
	We seek comment on the amount of time prior to operation that the transmission provider and other network customers should be required to terminate a network resource to ensure that the appropriate set of network resources are included in the ATC calculation.
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will business practices be needed for the amount of time allowed to terminate network resources?

	49
	NOPR
	298
	427
	4
	We propose to define “economy energy” as energy purchased by a network customer that displaces the customer’s own higher cost generation for the purpose of serving the customer’s designated network loads.
	???
	Will this definition need to be added to the NAESB business practices?

	50
	NOPR
	300-301
	434
	4
	We propose to clarify that network customers may not redirect network service in a manner comparable to the way customers redirect point-to-point service. Unlike point to-point service that is based upon a contract-path model consisting of a designated point of receipt and point of delivery, network service involves no identified contract path and is therefore not a directable service. Rather, network service provides for the integration of designated network resources and loads using the entire transmission grid in a manner comparable to the transmission provider’s use of the transmission grid to serve its native load customers. When a network customer wants to substitute one designated network resource for another, it should terminate the designation of the existing network resource and designate a new network resource. The network customer can then request to redesignate its original network resource by making a request to designate a new network resource. Alternatively, a network customer could use secondary network service when it wants to substitute a non-designated network resource for a designated network resource on an as-available basis.
	???
	Does this specification that network customers may not redirect network service, but should terminate the designation of the existing network resource and designate a new network resource affect the redirect standards under development?

	51
	NOPR
	305-306
	441
	4
	The Commission reminds both transmission providers and customers that our regulations require posting of transmission curtailment information on OASIS. The OASIS regulations state: 

(i) When any transaction is curtailed or interrupted, the Transmission Provider must post notice of the curtailment or interruption on the OASIS, and the Transmission Provider must state on the OASIS the reason why the transaction could not be continued or completed. 
(ii) Information to support any such curtailment or interruption, including the operating status of the facilities involved in the constraint or interruption, must be maintained and made available upon request, to the curtailed or interrupted customer, the Commission's Staff, and any other person who requests it, for three years.

(iii) Any offer to adjust the operation of the Transmission Provider's system to restore a curtailed or interrupted transaction must be posted and made available to all curtailed and interrupted Transmission Customers at the same time.
…

We seek comment on whether additional requirements would improve the transparency of transmission curtailment information and the ability of customers to make use of that information. (¶442)
	???
	Depending on the Commission decision in the final rule, will additional OASIS business practices be needed to support posting of information on curtailments as referenced in item 22?

	52
	NOPR
	311
	451
	4
	There appears to be broad consensus among the commenters that rules, standards and practices not required to be included in a transmission provider’s pro forma OATT should be posted on the transmission provider’s OASIS. We agree and propose to require transmission providers to post on OASIS all of their rules, standards and practices that relate to transmission services. We believe this proposal will provide greater transparency and mitigate the potential for undue discrimination against customers taking transmission service under the transmission provider’s OATT. However, we seek comment on how to determine what “relates” to transmission service to facilitate a consistent interpretation and to minimize discretion on what rules, practices and standards should be posted on OASIS.
	YES
	The proposal to post on OASIS falls under item 22.  The final order should specify which rules, practices and standards should be posted on OASIS.

	53
	NOPR
	314
	455
	4
	In the Creditworthiness Policy Statement, the Commission explained that, to assess an applicant’s credit risk, transmission providers should use both qualitative factors, such as the local regulatory environment or the applicant’s history and financial policies, and quantitative factors, such as information included on the applicant’s financial statements.  We propose to require the new Attachment L to include such quantitative and qualitative criteria to determine the level of secured and unsecured credit. We also propose to require the new Attachment L to include the following elements: (1) a summary of the procedure for determining the level of secured and unsecured credit; (2) a list of the acceptable types of collateral/security; (3) a procedure for providing customers with reasonable notice of changes in credit levels and collateral requirements; (4) a procedure for providing customers, upon request, a written explanation for any change in credit levels or collateral requirements; (5) a reasonable opportunity to contest determinations of credit levels or collateral requirements; and (6) a reasonable opportunity to post additional collateral, including curing any noncreditworthy determination. We propose to allow these basic elements to be supplemented with a credit guide or manual to be posted on OASIS.
	YES
	The proposal to post on OASIS a supplemental credit guide or manual falls under item 22.  

	54
	NOPR
	321
	462
	4
	In addition to amending the definition of Good Utility Practice, we propose to add a definition for “non-firm sales” to clarify section 30.4 of the pro forma OATT.
	???
	Will the definition for non-firm sales be considered as part o the business practices for OASIS?

	55
	NOPR
	321
	463
	4
	We also propose to add two new definitions that are required to implement our proposed reforms. For example, we propose a definition of “affiliate” in section 1.1 of the revised pro forma OATT incident to our proposed change to the pricing of reassigned capacity. We also propose a new definition of “pre-confirmed application” in section 1.40 of the revised pro forma OATT incident to our proposal to give priority to requests that are pre-confirmed.
	???
	Will the definition for affiliate and for pre-confirmed application be considered as part o the business practices for OASIS?
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