RM05-25 Comments on Need for OASIS Coordination by TPs


This document contains excerpts of comments filed with FERC under docket RM05-25 and referenced by FERC in Orders 890 and 890-A.  The comments address the need for coordination by Transmission Providers for a customer’s OASIS requests that span multiple transmission systems.  
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Exelon Comments
Aug. 7, 2006
The Commission Should Require Transmission Providers to Offer

Seasonal Transmission Service, Or at a Minimum Should Require

Transmission Providers to Link Consecutive Short Term Firm

Service Requests.

In its Notice of Inquiry in this docket, the Commission requested

comments on whether transmission providers should offer new transmission

services, including seasonal firm service, to create an incentive to maximize the

use of the transmission system. (NOI at P 13.) In the NOPR, however, the

Commission made no findings with respect to comments offered on seasonal

transmission service and did not propose to require transmission providers to

offer this service.

In its comments on the NOI, Exelon supported creation of seasonal firm

point-to-point transmission service and Exelon again here recommends that the

Commission require transmission providers to offer seasonal firm point-to-point

transmission service in the reformed pro forma OATT. Exelon disagrees with

comments of those who claim that this seasonal service will invite hoarding or

cream skimming. To the contrary, Exelon believes that offering a seasonal

transmission service product will reduce the potential for transmission hoarding.

This service should result in increased utilization of the transmission system and

possibly result in an increase in ATC in some months because entities that may

not require a full year of firm transmission service will be able to purchase firm

transmission service for a season such as three months.

A rule requiring all transmission providers to offer seasonal firm service is

necessary because otherwise differences in business practices among

transmission providers impedes a transmission customer’s ability to ensure firm

service and its concomitant curtailment priority for only a few months. Without a

universal rule requiring seasonal firm service, such service is available only by

means of two options, neither of which is satisfactory. One option is to obtain an

annual reservation but then schedule for only three out of twelve months. This

requires the customer to pay for service it does not need and, because of the

limited ability to reassign transmission service especially in non-market areas,

results in removing from the market firm transmission service and longer-term

non-firm transmission service for the other months.

The other alternative is to reserve multiple months of firm monthly

transmission service. This works on some transmission providers’ systems

where the transmission providers allow linking of multiple monthly reservations,

i.e., three consecutive monthly requests are treated, evaluated and sold as a

single three-month request. But this alternative exposes the transmission

customer to significant risk on systems where the transmission providers do not

link the requests, but rather treat the requests as three independent monthly

requests. In the first circumstance, the customer may request firm transmission

for the months of December, January and February. If the request is granted,

the customer has the service it needs. If the request is denied, then the

customer will not be able to enter into its transaction. In the second case, the

customer can end up with service for December and February, but not January,

especially if it submits “pre-confirmed” requests. Then the customer has to pay

for two months of service but does not have the firm service it needs for the third

month. So the customer is forced to take an unacceptable commercial risk

simply because of different business practices.

The solution is to require all transmission providers to allow transmission

customers to link consecutive requests for service (e.g., four consecutive days,

three consecutive months or nine consecutive months) and to evaluate such

requests as a single request. Such a clarification by the Commission will

contribute to uniformity will enhance competitiveness and will not burden

transmission providers or add administrative complexity.
Northwestern Corp Comments 

Sept 7, 2006
Queue Processing Business Practices. With respect to OASIS queue processing

business practices, NorthWestern supports standardization of such business practices.

However, instead of the Commission using the NOPR comments it receives to develop a

prescriptive set of business practices that all transmission providers must abide by,

NorthWestern recommends that transmission providers work together within regional

groups to develop a common set of business practices that will be followed by all

transmission providers within each region.

Queue Processing Business Practices

With respect to OASIS queue processing business practices, NorthWestern

supports standardization of such business practices. However, instead of the Commission

using the NOPR comments it receives to develop a prescriptive set of business practices

that all transmission providers must abide by, NorthWestern recommends that

transmission providers work together within regional groups to develop a common set of

business practices that will be followed by all transmission providers within each region.

For example, in WECC, transmission providers in each of the Northwest, Southwest and

Rocky Mountain regions should work to develop standardized business practices for their

respective regions. To the extent that a single set of business practices can be used by a

larger number of transmission providers (e.g., those transmission providers on the

wesTTrans common western OASIS), then these should be promoted and developed as

well. The main point, which has been a theme throughout these comments, is for the

Commission to give deference to regionally developed solutions – in this case, business

practices.

NorthWestern is not suggesting that these business practices should be drafted

just by the transmission providers in each respective region without any input from

transmission customers or the Commission. Instead, the final order could provide

guidance as to (1) when regional business practices must be completed, (2) how the

development process must allow for public input through regional meetings or, at a

minimum, through the use of written comments from interested parties, (3) how the

OASIS might be used by transmission providers to post drafts of business practices to

allow for public review and comment, and 4) the requirement that the business practices

must be filed with the Commission for its input, as well as further comments from

intervenors in such filings.
NRECA Comments
Nov 22, 2005
Coordination among Public Utility Transmission Providers Is

Needed. (NOI, P 14, Question D.1)

A particularly thorny problem arises for some cooperatives because they usually

have loads and resources located in multiple transmission providers’ control areas or

multiple locations in the same transmission provider’s footprint. If a cooperative’s load

is located on transmission provider A’s system and its generation resource is located on

transmission provider B’s system, the transmission customer must put in simultaneous

applications for network service with transmission provider A and for point-to-point

service with transmission provider B. Unfortunately, there is no requirement for public

utility transmission providers to coordinate their responses to transmission service

requests. In all likelihood, the providers will be operating on different timelines, and the

transmission customer will find that one of its service requests – say to transmission

provider A – has been granted well before its other. Once transmission provider A grants

the service request, the transmission customer is required to confirm the service request

within a short period of time (i.e., 15 days) or lose the reservation. Without having a

response yet from transmission provider B, the transmission customer is between a rock

and a hard place. If it confirms service request A and if service request B is ultimately

not granted, is significantly delayed, or approved in a reduced amount, the transmission

customer is left with an obligation to pay for service it cannot use. If it does not confirm

service request A and service request B is granted, the transmission customer will have

lost its place in the queue for service on transmission provider A’s system. At best, it

may suffer further delays and have to pay for additional studies. At worst, it will not be

able to obtain the required service in the timeframe needed to serve the load
.
NRECA notes that the problem of juggling different service requests is not

limited to the situation where loads and resources are located on two different systems
.

Because of the restriction in the OATT that prohibits a network customer from using any

portion of a network resource to serve off-system load, a similar problem arises when a

network customer has to apply for both network and point-to-point service to transmit the

output of a resource used partly as a network resource and partly for off-system uses
.
The Commission has addressed these issues, to a large extent, in the context of its

generator interconnection rulemaking, and the Commission requires coordination

between the public utility transmission provider and any affected systems. Although

NRECA does not say what specific time frames are most appropriate, it does urge the

Commission to consider developing a process for adjoining public utility transmission

providers to coordinate the timing of the study processes in situations where a

transmission customer needs coordinated responses in order to serve its load. In addition,

NRECA requests that the Commission enforce its current OATT provisions in these

areas.
August 7, 2006
Acquisition of Transmission Service

a. Coordination among Public Utility Transmission

Providers Is Needed.

One aspect of OATT reform that the Commission failed to address in the NOPR

is the seams problem that arises for some LSEs that have loads and resources located in

multiple transmission providers’ control areas or multiple locations in the same

transmission provider’s footprint. As NRECA explained in its NOI Comments (at 27-

28), if a cooperative’s load is located on transmission provider A’s system and its

generation resource is located on transmission provider B’s system, the transmission

customer must put in simultaneous applications for network service with transmission

provider A and for point-to-point service with transmission provider B. However, there

is no requirement for public utility transmission providers to coordinate their responses to

transmission service requests. In all likelihood, the providers will be operating on

different timelines, and the transmission customer will find that one of its service requests

– say to transmission provider A – has been granted well before its other. Once

transmission provider A grants the service request, the transmission customer is required

to confirm the service request within a short period (i.e., 15 days) or lose the reservation.

Without having a response yet from transmission provider B, the transmission customer

is between a rock and a hard place. If it confirms service request A and if service request

B is ultimately not granted, is significantly delayed, or approved in a reduced amount, the

transmission customer is left with an obligation to pay for service it cannot use. If it does

not confirm service request A and service request B is granted, the transmission customer

will have lost its place in the queue for service on transmission provider A’s system. At

best, it may suffer further delays and have to pay for additional studies. At worst, it will

not be able to obtain the required service in the timeframe needed to serve the load.

NRECA notes that the problem of juggling different service requests is not

limited to the situation where loads and resources are located on two different systems.

Because of the restriction in the OATT that prohibits a network customer from using any

portion of a network resource to serve off-system load, a similar problem arises when a

network customer has to apply for both network and point-to-point service to transmit the

output of a resource used partly as a network resource and partly for off-system uses.

The Commission has addressed similar issues, to a large extent, in the context of

its generator interconnection rulemaking. The Commission now requires coordination

between the public utility transmission provider and any affected systems. Although

NRECA cannot say what specific time frames are most appropriate, it urges the

Commission to consider developing a process for adjoining public utility transmission

providers to coordinate the timing of the study processes in situations where a

transmission customer needs coordinated responses in order to serve its load, or at a

minimum to excuse a transmission customer caught between two systems from

complying with uncoordinated deadlines for application for service.

POWEREX Comments
Nov 22, 2005
Coordination. Seams pose a primary barrier to the competitive trading of power

and capacity across and within bulk power markets. In particular, more effective efforts

must be made to implement regional outage coordination procedures, to streamline the

methodology for calculating transmission capacity at interconnections, to ensure

coordinated reservation and scheduling timelines, and to provide for data sharing where

appropriate. Powerex urges the Commission to compel transmission providers to

establish coordinated procedures and scheduling processes with contiguous systems.

Sept 20, 2006
Processing of Transmission Service Requests

In the NOPR, the Commission sought comment on queue processing issues that

are not clearly prescribed in Order No. 676 or the NOPR that require the implementation

of additional mandatory business practices. OATT NOPR, at P 393. In response, EEI

indicated that it believes the business practices adopted in Order No. 676 are sufficient.

EEI Initial Comments at 144. EEI does not believe additional clarity or business

practices are needed beyond those provided in Order No. 676. NorthWestern stated

that it supports standardization of queue processing business practices, but

recommended that transmission providers work together with regional groups to

develop a common set of business practices that would be followed by all transmission

providers within each region (e.g., Northwest, Southwest, and Rocky Mountain regions

would work to develop standardized business practices for their respective regions).

NorthWestern Initial Comments at 9, 49. Seattle City Light requested that the

Commission modify the pro forma OATT to require that transmission providers establish

procedures and guidelines for coordination of transmission service applications that

contemplate service across multiple utility systems to accomplish a single transaction,

and suggested that service applications be considered by the transmission providers

jointly and that studies, queue status changes, and deadlines for the payment of

deposits, and finalizing agreements be established together
. Seattle City Light Initial

Comments at 37-38. Seattle City Light would also like the Commission to amend the

pro forma OATT so that a customer's applications for service across multiple

transmission systems in order to serve a single sink from an identified resource, be

considered a single application, for purposes of establishing the deadlines for rendering

an agreement for service, revising queue status, eliciting deposits, and then

commencing service. Seattle City Light further recommends that the Commission allow

coordination and implementation of these requirements by a third party such as

wesTTrans.net and subregional planning organizations. Id. at 38.

Like Seattle City Light, Powerex has encountered difficulties when attempting to

procure transmission services across multiple transmission provider systems to deliver

energy to a more distant market. While Powerex understands the desire for better

coordination between transmission providers, it believes the real solution is the

formation of an RTO or ISO that integrates the entire transmission request and study

process. It is difficult to contemplate how the tariff could treat a particular set of

requests (i.e., those across multiple transmission providers) distinctly from another set

of requests (i.e., those that only require one transmission provider), without disrupting

other fundamental principles of the transmission queuing process or introducing new

complications and delays in the queuing process. Either the entire transmission service

process has to be integrated (i.e., via an RTO or ISO) or it has to be done transmission

provider by transmission provider. Powerex suggests that the proposal by

NorthWestern may be a more pragmatic approach to addressing the concerns raised.
Furthermore, requiring transmission provider responses to be based on posted

ATC, as well as increasing standardization in transmission provider response times for

processing short-term transmission requests in the queue, would provide improvements

in a customer's ability to manage multiple transmission provider requests within the

context of the existing pro forma OATT framework. As a result, Powerex disagrees with

EEI's contention that the current Order No. 676 business practices are sufficient. The

original timelines promulgated in Order No. 638 (and maintained in Order No. 676) were

based on industry practices at the time Order Nos. 888 and 889 were implemented,

approximately ten years ago. Since then, many transmission providers have

significantly automated their processes, and a number of improved software tools are

available.

Additional standardization is needed because transmission providers currently

vary widely in their processing times for short-term transmission service requests. For

example, for hourly requests in real-time, some transmission providers consistently

process requests within a few seconds, while others may take up to fifteen minutes or

longer. Delayed processing is highly problematic, and results in both potential energy

transactions not being completed and completed energy transactions being curtailed,

particularly where multiple segments of transmission are needed to move energy to its

destination market.

These situations arise most often in the next hour or "real-time" scheduling

timeframes. For example, many real-time purchases and sales occur within 45 minutes

of the operating hour, including real-time dispatches from organized markets such as

the CAISO. With the current real-time scheduling deadline
 of twenty minutes prior to

the operating hour, there is typically twenty-five minutes or less for real-time traders to

execute multiple energy transactions, complete transmission service requests and

submit electronic tags. If each transmission provider takes fifteen minutes to complete

a transmission service request, then schedules that consist of multiple transmission

segments (each of which must be sequentially procured) cannot be completed.

Sequential procurement of transmission service for a single schedule is common due to

the uncertainty in being confirmed on each transmission service request.
Moreover, with transparent, accurate postings of ATC, all processing of shortterm

requests can, and should be, automated. Since short-term requests should

not require studies, they can be processed automatically without manual intervention by

staff, provided ATC is accurately posted and continuously updated, as recommended in

Powerex's Initial Comments.2 Likewise, automated processing of requests, based on

posted ATC, provides significant transparency and helps prevent discriminatory

processing practices. For this reason, Powerex urges the Commission to require

transmission providers to process all short-term transmission requests automatically

based on posted ATC. If this requires transmission providers to purchase software or

subscribe to processing services, Powerex believes this is a relatively insignificant cost

relative to the benefits of increased trade and transmission utilization.3

2 As an example, in Powerex's experience, a workable and appropriate standard

would impose maximum timelines of five minutes for processing all short-term requests

received more than one hour prior to the operating hour, and maximum time limits of

two minutes for processing of all short-term requests received less than one hour prior

to the operating hour.
3 Powerex believes, for example, that Open Access Technology International,

Inc. ("OATI") has already developed software to provide this level of functionality for

transmission providers on OATI OASIS.
Seattle City Light Comments
Aug 7, 2006
4.6.7 Queue processing reform is needed to support delivery of distant

resources to loads. (¶ 393)

In ¶ 393 the Commission asks whether additional standardization of request queue processing is

necessary. As discussed in the response to ¶ 355 above, SCL has identified how current queue

processing risks are amplified by increasing the term of contracts eligible for rollover rights to

five years. To assist transmission customers seeking multiple transmission reservations to support

single resource-to-load transmission service, the Commission should modify the OATT to require

that transmission providers establish procedures and guidelines for coordination of transmission

service applications that contemplate service across multiple utility systems to accomplish

a single transaction. In this circumstance, SCL suggests that service applications be considered

by the transmission providers jointly, and that studies, queue status changes, and deadlines for the

payment of deposits, and finalizing agreements be established together
.

An essential component of the Commission's effort to clear away obstacles to the development of

regional wholesale markets has been the minimization of seams between neighboring utilities that

serve as a barrier to cross-utility transactions. In, e.g., Alliance Companies, et al., 100 FERC ¶

61,137, at P 49-50 (2002) and Midwest Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc.., 104

F.E.R.C. ¶61,105 (2003), the Commission directed the elimination of so-called "through and out"

rates that were thought to inhibit cross-border transactions.

Similarly inhibiting to such transactions is the uncoordinated procedure (an "administrative

seam," so to speak) undertaken by two or more utilities in order to serve a single power sales

transaction. Without coordination, the multiple applications for service will be processed under

separate schedules, with divergent deadlines for initiating service. Under section 19.4 of the

OATT, following a completed Facilities Study, transmission customers are given thirty days

within which to execute a Service Agreement, or to provide security, such as a letter of credit, and

request that an unexecuted Service Agreement be filed. If the customer does not take such step,

its application is deemed withdrawn. That section sets up the potential for conflicting service

deadlines across multiple systems. Section 21.2 of the OATT does address coordination between

utilities, but only on a voluntary basis. That section specifies that Transmission Providers may

coordinate with third-party systems on which additional upgrades are required, and "may defer

construction of its new transmission facilities, if the new transmission facilities on another system

cannot be completed in a timely manner."

To avoid inhibiting transactions that depend on multiple transmission systems, SCL recommends

that these provisions be amended, in order to require Transmission Providers to coordinate the

study process for service applications that require the use of multiple transmission systems. Such

coordination would include sharing studies of needed upgrades in order to assure the most

efficient system improvement. Second, the OATT should be amended so that a

customer's applications for service across multiple Transmission Provider systems in order to

serve a single sink from an identified resource, will be considered a single application for

purposes of establishing the deadlines for rendering an agreement for service, revising queue

status, eliciting deposits and finally commencing service. The Commission should permit

coordination and implementation of these requirements by a third party such as wesTTrans.net

and subregional planning organizations
.
TDU Systems Comments
Nov 22, 2005
Untimely Processing of Requests for Transmission Service

1. The Commission Should Adopt Strict and Timely Processing

Requirements for Requests for New Transmission Services and Strict

Reporting Requirements to Remedy Undue Delays in Processing Such

Requests. (Question D.3, D.4, and D.5)

The Commission seeks comment on whether transmission customers have experienced delays in obtaining prompt action by transmission providers on requests for transmission service, i.e. whether transmission providers have not complied with the time requirements for processing such requests as set forth in the pro forma OATT (Question D.3), and if so, whether these delays

have been discriminatory (Question D.4). The Commission further seeks comment as to what

remedies could address these delays, if they exist. (Question D.5).

The TDU Systems have at times experienced delays when having their transmission

service requests processed. For example, one TDU System currently has a request that has been

pending with an RTO for over 14 months. This type of delay is not unique to that particular

TDU System or to that RTO. However, it is difficult to know what is an “acceptable” delay

without uniform enforcement of standard time frames and uniform reporting of the times for

processing requests by transmission providers. One way to address this difficulty is to require

transmission providers to post statistics on their OASIS providing information as to the length of

time it might take to process requests for transmission service. See Section A. As discussed in

more detail below, some TDU Systems have experienced complications that are due to a lack of

coordination in the processes for applications for point-to-point and network service. Some of

the TDU Systems have experienced delays when attempting to serve either a new load or a load

formerly being served by the transmission provider. Several TDU Systems have found that in

these circumstances, the delays have made it more difficult to compete with the transmission

provider to serve loads.

The Commission’s concern with the potential for delays in processing requests for

service despite the existence of timelines in the pro forma OATT is well taken. The central

concern with delays in processing requests for transmission service goes to the heart of the

Commission’s comparability requirement in Order No. 888. Transmission providers’

requirements for new transmission capacity associated with their own generation are not

processed through the transmission service queues. Consequently, transmission providers do not

experience the same risk of delay that transmission customers face. The Commission could

substantially reduce the risk of delay for transmission customers by implementing several

modifications to the pro forma OATT.

First, the Commission should require that any transmission provider not processing a

request for transmission service within the time period mandated in the rule should not only be

required to post the reasons for the delay on its OASIS, but should provide the Commission with

a report as to the reasons for such delay. To avoid imposing any undue burden on the

transmission providers in the reporting process, the Commission could require quarterly reports

of any delays in meeting the tariff deadlines. Such a reporting requirement would better enable

the Commission to determine whether delays in processing requests for transmission service are

extensive and prevalent in the industry or in particular regions of the country. In addition, the

Commission can determine if the reported delays produce undue discrimination and require

further remedial action. These reports would allow the Commission the opportunity to better

enforce the timelines required in the pro forma OATT.

Second, the Commission should require transmission providers to coordinate responses to

transmission service requests across the borders of adjacent transmission systems to ensure that

longer distance transactions that must cross several systems can be determined in a coordinated

fashion. Unless coordination is obtained across systems, some transactions may be lost due to

the inconsistencies between transmission provider systems in the timing of responses to those

requests.

The Commission should further require synchronization of point-to-point service request queues with network service request queues of different transmission providers where these requests are associated with delivery of the same resource. TDU Systems have encountered a number of problems resulting from the failure of the pro forma OATT to require such synchronization, including: (1) lack of uniformity in the business practices requirements of different transmission providers, including timing, application, and proof of purchase requirements, e.g., a contract or letter of agreement; (2) delayed responses to requests; (3) problems in coordinating the timing of the transmission requests such that transmission is procured to support the delivery of a potential resource from a supplier; (4) inefficient use of transmission entitlements held by transmission customers; and (5) approved generation interconnection requests with no approved transmission to guarantee delivery to load. A requirement to synchronize timing across systems and queues would help ensure coordinated responses to transmission service requests across the system.

The TDU Systems are aware that some have suggested that batching or clustering

requests for transmission service that appear to affect similar portions of the system may result in more coordinated study and analysis of the impacts on the system of satisfying such requests for service. Batching may provide the benefit of promoting joint planning, by considering the multiple needs of both the transmission customers and the transmission providers, thereby promoting greater comparability. Batching should only be allowed, however, to the extent that it may reduce the time to perform requests rather than lengthen that time and thus unduly delay granting new transmission requests.
Finally, the Commission should further reform the pro forma OATT to include specific rules to account for other requests in the queue when studies are conducted. These rules should include: (1) requiring transmission providers to reveal request parameters with the exception of customer identification (e.g., the identification and the masked sources and sinks of the request for all requests that compete with one another when the transmission system or ATC paths are constrained); and (2) a sunset date on all requests for transmission service so that requests are pulled from the queue to avoid study restarts or situations where multiple answers have to be provided to requests. These requirements will help achieve greater comparability between transmission providers and network customers and potentially lessen delays in processing requests for new transmission services.
Jan 23, 2006
The Commission Should Retain the Existing Deadlines for Timely

Processing of Requests for Transmission Service. (Section D of the

NOI)

TDU Systems in their Initial Comments provide examples of continuing

discrimination in processing transmission service requests.139 Consequently, TDU

Systems recommend several steps that would provide greater transparency in the process,

including requiring transmission providers to: a) post notice of inability to comply with

deadlines, reasons therefore and an updated deadline for completion of the studies; b)

coordinate studies across transmission provider borders; c) better synchronize the

processing of point-to-point and network service requests; and d) provide specific rules

for sun-setting requests and for batching or clustering the processing of requests for

service.140

Other transmission customers also provided examples of concerns with the lack of

timely processing of requests for service, including concerns about access to the data and

assumptions used in the studies. As discussed in Section II.A.3 supra, Occidental

provides an example of Entergy’s failure to provide access to data underlying the TO’s

AFC calculations when Entergy denied a transmission service request.141 That request

for supporting data was still pending 18 months later.142 ETEC argues that greater

transparency is required in the process of performing system impact studies, and

recommends that the study process should account for expiring network resources, allow

designation of a contract as a network resource, and allow appeals of TO analyses.143

TDU Systems support each of these recommendations as needed improvements to the

existing OATT language related to the processing of requests for transmission service.

The Commission should reject the TOs’ request for greater discretion in meeting

time deadlines to complete studies of requests for transmission service. EEI, Entergy,

Southern, and Progress Energy argue that the provisions in the OATT on transmission

request processing deadlines properly balance the customer need for certainty with the

TO’s need for flexibility.144 Entergy and Southern request that should the Commission

impose hard and fast deadlines, it should also lengthen the period to complete these

studies.145 Progress Energy suggests that it is illogical to set one deadline for all types of

requests.146 Entergy and Progress argue that processing may require more time due to

complex requests; multiple requests to study alternative paths; requests for batching

studies that are more complex and take more time; and customer requests not to release

study results until all paths are studied so as to avoid the timelines for making firm

commitments on the first project mooting the analysis of a latter in time request.147 Xcel

argues that the current timelines are too aggressive and would provide greater discretion

to TOs in complying with these timelines.148

Any lengthening of the current deadlines or providing even greater discretion to

meet those deadlines would disrupt this carefully crafted balance. Transactions in

competitive markets often occur with lightning speed and require quick responses to

requests for transmission service. The Commission should retain the existing deadlines

and lessen, not increase, the discretion TOs have to comply with those deadlines.

Alternatively, if the Commission nonetheless adopts the TOs’ request to lengthen the

deadlines, the Commission should trade length of time for hard and fast deadlines.

The Commission should mandate firm compliance with the existing pro forma

OATT timelines for processing transmission service requests. The Commission could

consider allowing TOs the option to obtain a relatively short extension of the deadline

through prior Commission approval or if the transmission customer agrees to the delay

where multiple requests or changes in scope are submitted. Access to transmission

service on a timely basis is critical to ensure that market transactions are not lost, thus

further facilitating the development of competitive wholesale electric markets.

139 TDU Systems Comments at 32-35.

140 Id.

141 Occidental Comments at 4-5.

142 Id.

143 ETEC Comments at 14-16.
144 EEI Comments at 41-44; Entergy Comments at 26-35; Southern Comments at 50-53; Progress

Comments at 13-14.

145 Entergy Comments at 26-35; Southern Comments at 50-53.

146 Progress Comments at 14.

147 Entergy Comments at 26-28; Progress Comments at 14.

148 Xcel Comments at 7.

Aug. 27, 2006
The Commission Should Require the Standardization of

Business Practices for Processing Transmission Service

Requests Across Multiple Systems.

Several TDU Systems have experienced difficulty related to the lack of standardized

business practices for transmission providers when processing service requests. Of greatest

concern are differences in practices related to timing, application requirements, and proof of

purchase requirements. These problems are particularly troublesome when customers attempt to

schedule transactions that span multiple transmission systems to satisfy their native load on both

systems. Efficiencies needed to serve native load on neighboring systems may be lost if

customers are unable to navigate the disparate business practices of the various transmission

providers.

At the very least, the Commission should require transmission providers to coordinate responses to service across borders of adjacent systems. Without coordination, some transactions may be lost due to the inconsistencies between the transmission providers’ service requests processes. Some TDU Systems have experienced denials of service because of the differing response times to transmission service requests that span more than one transmission provider’s system. In addition, lack of coordination may increase the potential for

anticompetitive denials of service by reducing the accountability of the individual transmission

providers. Unless the Commission requires coordination, it will be difficult to determine

whether a request was denied for a legitimate inability to coordinate with the other system or for

a more pernicious reason. Likewise, the Commission should require transmission providers to

synchronize point-to-point service request queues where an LSE seeks transmission service from

one transmission provider’s system into a neighboring system to deliver energy from a resource

to its off-system native load in the neighboring control area. Some TDU Systems have

encountered difficulty when scheduling point-to-point service from resources on one system to

serve their native load on a neighboring system. TDU Systems should not be put in the position

of having to commit to a partial path as long as such a commitment carries a requirement to pay

once it is granted. The approval of the two paths should be linked in any event, because they

should be studied on a regional basis.
�These 2 issues are within the Task Force scope


�Certainly applies within Network, but could also apply to PTP needed for off-system uses in conjunction with undesignation


�Concomitant request issue (see Parking Lot)


�The decision was subsequently made to leave the OATT unchanged – the implementation is left to NAESB


�Scheduling is out of Task Force’s scope. Requests/reservations are within scope 


�Added to parking lot


�Added to parking lot
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