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

From: Dison, Joel

Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2008 8:47 AM

To: NAESB

Cc: Ciza, John J.; Moore, D. Wayne; Ansley, Matthew

Subject: Informal Comments regarding Recommendation for Rollover Rights on Redirect on a Firm Basis.

Dear NAESB,

In accordance with the request for informal comments requested on February 20, 2008 regarding the proposed language for rollover rights on redirect on a firm basis, please accept these comments from Southern Company Generation and post them for consideration by the ESS/ITS 

Southern Company Generation is generally pleased with the proposed language for rollover rights on redirect on a firm basis and the ESS/ITS Subcommittee should be commended for their efforts.  There are, however, two issues that Southern Company Generation respectfully asks for the ESS/ITS  Subcommittee to consider as they deliberate further on this recommendation.  First, the standard seems to imply that the customer indicates his intent for the rollover rights to be conveyed to the new points of delivery and receipt based upon the attributes of the redirect request.  It seems as if this approach is somewhat limiting for the customer in that it does not provide for the fact that the customer may wish to redirect on a long term basis without conveying his/her rollover rights to the new points of receipt/delivery.  It is understandable that the ESS/ITS would make this method the default, but it is certainly possible that a customer may desire to make a redirect that meets the criteria stated in this recommendation but does not want to transfer the rollover rights.  At a minimum, therefore, the customer ought to have the option of providing a comment or sending a communication to the provider indicating that it is not the customer's intent to transfer the rollover rights with the redirect.  Second, it appears that the recommendation language adequately addresses prior limitations to the customer's rollover rights as it relates to the original path, but it does not appear that the language addresses prior limitations to the customer's rollover rights as it relates to the redirected path.  One might assume based upon section 9.7.3 that the limitations on the original path do not apply to the redirected path and that potential new limitations on the redirected path may exist.  However, it might be more appropriate if the standard language specifically stated how pre-existing (or potential new) limitations would be handled.  As always, Southern Company Generation appreciates the ability to participate in the NAESB process.

Joel Dison

Southern Company Generation

