
ESS/ITS ISSUES
Conditional Firm Recommendation
NOTE: References to the proposed standard are references to the “April 4th 2008 oati + WC conditional firm” draft standard.

1. May offer combination of hours/conditions? Need cite = Order 890, paragraph 960. Combination of planning redispatch and CCO (with CCO having to pick either hours or conditions, but not both). Can have planning redispatch or CCO (with CCO having to pick either hours or conditions, but not both) or combined planning redispatch with CCO (with CCO having to pick either hours or conditions, but not both).
Status: Subcommittee determined that CCO will be either/or selection of hours versus conditions. Planning Redispatch will be addressed in the introduction for the BP that states that PR may be an adjunct to CCO.  No additional OASIS functionality is needed at this time. (4/15/08)
2. First in line for short term firm ATC that becomes available? If so, how?
Status:  See answer to #25, which is more detailed question of the same topic. (4-15-08)
3. Definition of Conditional Curtailment refers to tagging priority (6NN) which is not in OASIS (NERC curtailment equal to 6 would be the OASIS equivalent/designation). Need to review and adjust accordingly.
Status: Will remove explicit specifications of data elements.  “shall be curtailed on par with secondary network and identified seperately from secondary network in the RFI (tag)” (4-15-08)
4. Under the number of hours option, the count for number of hours is when curtailment of a tag actually occurs during a reduced priority hour/period. Curtailment when in priority of 7, does not count in the number of hours. Reduction in tag curtailment priority alone does not count in the number of hours. See 3.1.1 and 6.3 of OATI + WC draft
Status: Subcommittee agrees with this principle. The proposed standards language needs to be reviewed to ensure it accurately reflects this principle. Subcommittee members should review proposed language prior to April 15th meeting and bring proposed amendments to draft language if appropriate. 
5. If priority is dropped from 7 to 6, does not mean will automatically begin curtailing. Reduction in NERC curtailment code only means that if curtailments do occur, this transmission will be curtailed with other 6 curtailment code transactions – after transactions with curtailment codes of 1 through 5 and before transactions with a curtailment code of 7. Need to review language to ensure it is not suggested that this will occur.
Status: Subcommittee agrees with this principle. The proposed standards language needs to be reviewed to ensure it accurately reflects this principle. Subcommittee members should review proposed language prior to April 15th meeting and bring proposed amendments to draft language if appropriate.
6. Need some mechanism such as an additional priority code other than 6NN for tag validation because conditional firm can be used for a Designated Network Resource. Also, need to be able to differentiate so that don’t trigger an unreserved used penalty.
Status:  Will use “6-CF” or “6CF”, whichever is appropriate, for this.
7. Do we modify transstatus or create a new template for tracking condition hours, etc? 
Status: If new template, transtatus would need an indicator to note that there is additional information.   One or more templates (CSV or XML) to capture additional attributes.  No specific requirement for declaration of customer desire with respect to study of conditional firm options.  New template(s) will be developed. 
8. 3.3 – need further discussion: Is it needed? Is it the Service Agreement that should be posted? Should it be a “document”? More specificity on what “detailed” would include? Can a query of OASIS suffice, such as described in 3.3.1?
Status: Posting of service agreement will be an optional means to comply with statement of conditions.  Posting of service agreement will not be required. See number seven and eight on motions page. 
9. Is the biennial study completed by a date certain or started by a date certain? OATI + WC draft is written as a completed date, could be changed to a target date completed. 4.3 and 4.4 “Reassessment due time” Should tender of study be 15 days before this date? Section 4.7 
Status: Defer to April 15th meeting. Many permutations such as: do you need a new SIS (item 10 below)? How does work with rollover? (see item 13 below)  “Reassessment Due Time” will be 90 days prior to time at which any new conditions would apply and represents the time that the reassement study results are to be delivered to the customer.  Customer should have a 60 days response time, same as the practice developed by WECC.  The subcommittee determined at the April 29-30, 2008 meeting to use the following language (numbering TBD) 
001-n.4.3
The Transmission Provider will provide 
the Biennial Reassessment study to the Transmission Customer no less than ninety (90) calendar days prior to the end of the reassessment period when any change in curtailment conditions would take effect.

001-n.4.3.1
The Transmission Provider may require the execution of a new study agreement as part of its Bienneal Reassessment provided that this requirement is included in the Transmission Provider’s business practices.
001-n.4.3.2
The Transmission Customer agrees to reimburse the Transmission Provider for any Biennial Reassessment study costs.
001-n.5.3
The Transmission Provider and the Transmission Custmer may, at the time service is initially granted, negotiate the deadline for providing the results of a Biennial Reassessment study in order to coordinate with the deadline for declaring the intent to rollover service, if applicable.

10. Is there a need for new SIS agreement for biennial assessment with a cost estimate? Should NAESB address or is this a TP/Regional practice? This will have some bearing on how #9 above is handled.
Status: Defer to April 15th meeting.  NAESB will not develop business practices for this.  This may be addressed in each TP’s non-conforming contract or business practice. See agreed to language in number nine above. 
11. 3.5 of Draft Standard - How much specificity in data elements should we include or exclude in these standards.  One could argue that all these references to data elements be deferred to the Implementation Guide. 3.5 says generically that TP must provide data, but does not say when, where, what. We need a stake in the ground for what information goes in what standards. Status: The subcommittee made a decision that the general discussion of the requirement would be in WEQ-001 with the specifics in the S&CP, data dictionary and implementation guide. The proposed standards language needs to be reviewed to ensure it accurately reflects this principle. Subcommittee members should review proposed language prior to April 15th meeting and bring proposed amendments to draft language if appropriate.  Will be in new template(s). See item number eight on the motions document. 
12. Check Order 890/890-A to see if 4.2 of proposed standards is correct.
Status: 4.2 modified to add “not”.
13. 4.5.1 If customer decides based on the biennial reassessment not to continue service, when does the service terminate? Reassessment due time? End of current biennial period? On the date the new curtailment conditions would become effective? Others? Should NAESB make a standard on the termination date versus a TP/TC contract specific definition? Is there a pro forma Service Agreement (or rider to the LT Firm Service Agreement)? Need to ensure that terminology is consistent throughout the standard. 
Status: Termination is the date that “conditions may be changed”.

Should NAESB specify?:

Date Tender SIS agreement: no
Date Customer returns executed SIS agreement: no
Date Reassessment Study due to customer: yes (see #9)
If conditions unchanged to customer, no notification by customer to TP required – agreement continues yes
If conditions change, date by which Customer notifies TP whether it will continue service or will terminate contract: 60 days after (see #9)
If conditions change and customer does not notify TP whether it will continue service – agreement continues with the new conditions

If customer terminates, date of termination will be:  Termination is the date that “conditions may be changed”.

If customer continues service, date of new conditions:  specified in service agreement  -- same as the date that “conditions may be changed”.
How/where do rollover rights fit into the time line? No need to address this in this BP. See agreed to language in number nine above. 
14. 3.5 – multiple sets of conditional data elements for one contract, continuation records?
Status: Subcommittee agrees that there are multiple sets of continuation records.   Tied to reassessment time frame (#9) (4-15-08)
15. Don’t duplicate rollover rights provisions. They should follow the same standards for rollovers that all other LT firm service uses (WEQ-001-9.7) Will need to verify that 9.7 has all of the needed pieces. Delete 5.2 and 5.1 of OATI + WC draft?
Status: Subcommittee agrees. Will need to review proposed standard to ensure it reflects this agreement. Done (4-15-08). Roll over rights for CCO will be the same as roll over rights for all other LT Firm Service ; therefore, no language is needed in this proposed standards language to address this issue. 
16. Review 5.3 – reassessment time line vs. rollover rights notification – need to make sure this is appropriate, for example if term of contract is 3 years – how does it fit into reassessment?
Status: Done (4-15-08)
17. Review 6.2 against Order 890 and 890-A to determine when can curtailment. Paragraph 566 of 890-A
Status: Keep 6.2 but revise wording. Anticipate reviewing 6.2 at May meeting. 
18. As currently written, 6.3 requires notification through the reduction template that priority has been reduced.  
a. Note that the use of the term “Conditional Curtailment” may not be the appropriate term. Is Conditional Curtailment when the priority is reduced or when the schedule is actually curtailed? Notice of curtailment risk is different than actual curtailment.  Text needs to be modified to reflect this difference.
b. Is there a correlation in tag validation? Answered in question #6.

c. Need to be clear that in conditions scenario, the update of the reduction template may be a bit delayed from the actually tag cut. Use of the reduction template for this notification will require modification to the definition of the template and perhaps other items associated with this template. This is for reduction in priority only, how does it work for when it goes back to 7 priority?  Need to make sure the BP addresses change back to priority 7.
d.  No need the notice in the reduction template is “removed”. Reduction template doesn’t have an audit, is there a need for an audit for the reduction template?  End state is the most important information and that is already captured in the current reduction template.  The subcommittee doesn’t feel that audit is necessary at this time.
e.  Need to ensure that other TPs are not in the approval loop for changing the tag (e.g. if a tag is changed at 15 minutes before the hour and another TP doesn’t allow changes to tags in that time frame, do not want tag denied) [this item may be broken into several parts in a future version of this document]  1.8 tagging specs already address this.
Status: Defer to April 15th meeting.  Will be part of “technical” template discussion. 
19. Should TP provide a reduction reason associated with the OASIS reduction template when moving priority from 7 to 6 and again when moving priority from 6 to 7? Should we 1) be silent on this, 2) explicitly state its optional, or 3) required TPs to supply REDUCTION_REASON. 
Status: Narrative not required but will be optional.  Field is already in the template. (4-15-2008) Will be part of “technical” template discussion.  
20. 6.4.1.2 For a given Transmission Provider physical segment, The Transmission Provider shall deny any attempts to reference more than one CCO transmission service reservation in a given Request for Interchange submitted by a customer.
 Need to consider various permutations and make sure this is what we recommend. This is in reference to stacked tags.
Status: Allow for stacking of CCO reservations on a Request for Interchange.  Accounting for curtailments of stacked CCO MW and hours will be done on a TP basis (4-15-2008) 
The following motion was passed on April 15, 2008: Allow for stacking of CCO reservations on a Request for Interchange.  Accounting for curtailments of CCO MW and hours will be done on a TP basis.
21. 6.4.3 - When in NERC curtailment priority 6 and curtailments are needed, is it pro rata or last in, first out. If last in, first out is it tag time, reservation time, or something else. Should NAESB answer or leave to TPs ? TPs may have various practices now for curtailing 6NN, NAESB might require something different which can then be problematic for the TP.
Status: Subcommittee agreed that it would be a TP specific practice how they manage curtailments for NERC priority code 6 transactions. On April 15th meeting need to review proposed standard to ensure this principles is reflected. 
Answered (04/15/2008)
22. Review 6.4 against reduction template section to ensure consistency and non-duplication.

Status: Defer and continued to April 29-30thmeeting. Remove section 6.4  because do not want to require TP’s to have to create potentially unnecessary procedures that are in addition to those already required by NAESB standards or FERC. 
23. Are 6.6 and 6.6.1 and 6.6.2. sections needed? – the requirements for posting curtailed schedules of any kind are elsewhere. WEQ-001-1.6 (f) information to be posted on OASIS, requires the posting of schedules 7 calendar days from the start of service. Order 605 requires posting of curtailed schedules, which may not be in the WEQ requirements. Search of WEQ standards for “7” didn’t turn up any additional references. Should any of these be in the implementation guide?
Status: B. Rehman is doing further research and will provide information at the April 15th meeting. Defer to decision to April 15th meeting.  No pressing need for different posting requirements were identified.  The subcommittee decided to eliminate  specific language in section 6.6 on curtailment posting. On May 7, 2008 the subcommittee reviewed the information provided by B. Rehman and determined the prior decision to eliminate specific language in section 6.6 on curtailment posting in scheduledetail was the correct decision. Other templates may contain curtailment information and will be discussed during the “technical” discussion.

Extensive discussions were held on May 7, 2008 with two motions failing. No requirements will be added for posting of system conditions in effect. 
24. Redirect on a firm basis if at priority 6, are there issues? It is still a firm product; therefore, there should not be issues. Per redirect standards, redirects can’t occur if there is a schedule on a reservation.
Status: Subcommittee determined that CCO will be handled like any other request to redirect. If the reservation curtailment priority can be profiled may need to have changes in the standards so that the nonfirm portion can be recognized and redirected.  
25. Should New Short Term Firm Capacity be “assigned” to the conditional firm customer first? 
· How would this occur? 
· In practice, does this mean not releasing the capacity (in the amount of conditional firm service granted) for firm sales?
·  Will this impact the terms of the agreement (e.g. would the contractual number of hours decrease or the conditions change)? (related to item 26) No
26.  Can we distinguish between the availability of ATC in the short term versus the availability of ATC in the long term? 
27. Can newly released ATC be “held” for the CCO customer that was first in queue?
28.  What happens to that ATC in the interim? 
29. Does it go to market or does it go to the first queued CCO customer? 
Status: Required in paragraph 567 of Order 890A.  When CF customer is in 6 reservation priority, ATC calc will not release (post back) firm capacity to the market….requires further discussion.
At the April 29-30, 2008 meeting the subcommittee agreed to the following language: If short term firm capability becomes available that would alleviate the constraint(s) associated with a CCO Reservation, the Transmission Provider shall ensure the CCO Reservation is at a Firm curtailment priority prior to offering Short-Term Firm Point-to-Point service.

30. In doing reassessments, how do you queue the conditional firm contracts when firm capacity becomes available. For example, if there are 3 conditional customers that are conditional for the same reason and capacity becomes available but the next reassessment that is scheduled to be done is the conditional customer that was queued last, what do you do with the reassessment? Doesn’t seem quite fair that the last queued may get that capacity. Should the capacity be awarded on queue position of the conditional firm customers? (related to item 25)
Status: Defer to April 29-30meetings. At the May 7, 2008 meeting the subcommittee determined that this issue did not need to be addressed for the initial recommended standard.                                                                                      
The subcommittee will submit a standards request to address this item.
31. How is conditional firm factored in for study purposes/new builds? What if the long term forecast has transmission additions that may have capacity available in future years, if due to lumpiness there is now capacity, how does the conditional firm customer get that capacity? Are they no longer conditional firm? How does this work with rollover rights and the ability to restrict for future load growth?
Status: Defer to April 29-30meetings.
32. Clean up item: get Appendix C updated to refer to WEQ-001

Status: Defer to April 29-30 meetings. E. Skiba to provide proposed language changes.
�Does this mean post on OASIS or send to the specific customer, or to all customers potentially impacted by the CCO provision.


�Reason for this restriction is trying to sort out aggregating of different conditional firm TSRs with different conditions.  Could be dome, but this simplifying requirement should ease burden of implemtation.
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